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United States Court of Appeals,
Tenth Circuit.

PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO
Petitioner,
Y.

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY, Respondent,
Colorado Independent Energy, Amicus Curiae.
v.

No. 99-9542,
Aug. 29, 2000.

Appeal from Administrative Determination of the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA
No. §P-AR)

James A. Holtkamp, LeBoeuf, Lamb, Greene &
MacRae, L.L.P., Salt Lake City, Utah, (Gary E.
Parish, LeBoeuf, Lamb, Greene & MacRae, L.L.P.,
Denver, Colorado and Frank Prager, Associate
General Counsel, New Century Energies, Denver,
Colorado; with him on the brjefs), for Petitioner.

Danpiel W. Pinkston, Senior Trial Attorney, (Lois J
Schiffer, Assistant Attorney General, Denver,
Colorado, Teresa Lukas, Of Counsel, Office. of
Regional Counsel, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Denver, Colorado:and M. Lea Anderson, Of
Counsel, Office of General Counsel, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.,
with him on the briefs), Eanvironment and Natural
Resources Division, U.S. Department of Justice,
Deanver, Colorado, for Respondent.

Jeffrey G. Pearson, Kelly, Haglind, Garnsey &
Kahn, LLC, Denver, Colorado, filed an amicus curiae
brief for Colorado Independent Energy Association.

Before BRORBY, McKAY, and MURPHY, Circuit
Judges. '

MURPHY, Circuit Judge.

I. INTRODUCTION

*1 The Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA")
issued two letters opining that a proposed new power

plant apd an existing plant owned by Public Service
Company of Colorado ("PSCo") will constitute a
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"single source” of air emissions for purposes of air -

emissions permitting. Pursuant to 42 US.C. §
7607(b), PSCo brought this appeal to challenge the
EPA's determination. The EPA then moved this court
to dismiss PSCo's appeal for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction, arguing the opinion letters do not
constitute °final action” as required by § 7607(b).
This court grants the EPA's motion and dismisses the
appeal. [FN1]

II. BACKGROUND

Under the federal Clean Air Act, any major emitting

facility, which includes stationary sources of air
pollutants, located in an area of the country which has
already achieved the national ambient air quality
standards must obtain a prevention of serious
deterioration ("PSD") permit prior to beginning initial
construction or making certain modifications to an
existing facility. See 42 WU.S.C. §§ 7471
TA07@@)(A)GD);  7475(a)(1);  T410(@)R)(C), (D);
7479(1), 2)(C); 7411(a)(2), (3), (4). Pursuant to rules
and regulations. promulgated by the EPA, the state of
Colorado, rather than the EPA itself, is the permitting
authority for almost all stationary sources within
Colorado. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 52.02, 52.320; 51
Fed.Reg. 31,125 (1986). The Colorado Department of
Public Health and Environment ("CDPHE") has thus
promulgated its own regulations governing the
applicability and requirements for a PSD permit. See
Colorado  Air Quality Control Commission
("CAQCC™) Regulanon No. 3, Parts A & B.

In November of 1998 KN Power Company ("KN
Power") applied to the CDPHE for a PSD permit for
the construction of a new power-generating plant (the
"Front Range facility”) in Fort Lupton, Colorado. The
Front Range facility was to be constructed by Front
Range Energy Associates, LLC ("Front Range"), a

joint venture formed by two companies, Quixx
Mountain Holdings, LLC ("Quixx") and FR
Holdings, LLC. Quixx is a subsidiary of Quixx
Corporstion, which is a subsidiary of New Century
Energies, Inc. ("New Century”) and FR Holdiogs is a

-subsidiary of KN Power.

In April of 1999, PSCo, which owns and operates an
existing power generating facility also in Fort Lupton
(the "PSCo facility"), entered into a power-supply
agreement (the "Agreement") with Front Range.
Pursuant to the Agreement, Front Range would
construct and operate the Front Range facility near the
PSCo facility and PSCo would purchase the entire
electric power and energy output from the Front
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Range facility. Moreover, the Front Range facility
would be interconnected with the PSCo electric
system. PSCo, like Quixx, is a subsidiary of New
Century.

*¥2 Also in Aprnl, KN Power withdrew its PSD
permit application and instead applied for a "minor
source permit,” ostensibly because the Front Range
facility would operate only during peak electricity
demand periods and thus emit less than 250 tons of
nitrogen dioxide and carbon monoxide per year. See
42 U.S.C. § 7479(1) (providing that certain types of
stationary sources lacking the potential to emit 250
tons or more per year of an air pollutant do not
qualify as "major emitting facilities”). After reviewing
the minor source permit application and the attendant
files, the CDPHE became concemed that the Front
Range facility and the PSCo facility were, in part,
under commmon ownership and that the two facilities
would be co-managed. The CDPHE, therefore,
questioned whether the Front Range facility would
merely be a modification to the existing PSCo facility
such that together they would actually constitute a
single stationary source or major emitting facility,
thus requiring a PSD permit prior to construction.
See id. §§ 7479Q2)(C), 7411(a)(2), (4); 40 C.FR. §
51.166)R)G), 2I)@; 51.166G-(x)-

Under both federal and Colorado law, if the pew
Front Range facility and the existing PSCo facility (1)
belong to the same industrial grouping, (2) are located
on contiguous or adjacent property, and (3) are under
common control, they constitute a single stationary
source. See 42 U.S.C. § 7411(a)(3); 40 C.F.R. §
51.166(b)(6); CAQCC Regulation No. 3 Part A §
LB.59. If the two facilities constitute a single
stationary source, construction of the Front Range
facility would therefore be deemed a major
modification to an existing major emitting facility,
triggering the PSD permit requirement. See 40
C.F.R. § 51.166(0)(2)®), 23)(); id. § 51.1660)-(r).
The CDPHE indicated that the two facilities "clearly”
met the first two elements of the definition of a single
stationary source and it was unsure as to whether the
third element of common control was also present.
The CDPHE thus solicited the EPA's opinion about
whether the two facilities would constitute a single
source.

On October 1, 1999, in response to the CDPHE's
inquiry, the EPA sent a letter to the CDPHE
"outlin(ing|[its] views" on whether the proposed Front
Range facility and the existing PSCo facility would
constitute a single source, The letter stated, "it is our
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interpretation of the PSD regulations that the [Front
Range facility) and existing PSCo generating facility
constitute a single source” and that the Front Range
facility, “if constructed as proposed, would be a major
modification of this major source and therefore, is
subject to the requirement to obtain a PSD permit...."
In the letter, the EPA reasoned that both the control
vested in PSCo over the Front Range facility by the
power supply agreement and New Century's common
ownership interests in both facilities demonstrated
common control over the two facilities. After PSCo
requested the EPA to reconsider its determination, the
EPA sent a second letter on November 12, 1999 to
the Associate General Counsel for New Century
briefly reconfirming its earlier opinion. To this date,
the CDPHE bas neither granted nor denied the minor
source permit.

OI. DISCUSSION

*3 In appealing the opinion rendered in the two EPA
letters, PSCo contends this court has jurisdiction over
that appeal pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 7607(b). The
parties agree that the relevant portion of § 7607(b)
provides,
A petition for review of the [EPA] Administrator's
action in approving or promulgating any
implementation plan under section 7410 of this title
or section 7411(d) of this title, any order under
section 7411() of this title, under section 7412 of
this title,[ ] under section 7419 of this titls, or under
section 7420 of this title, or his action under section
1857¢+ 10(c)(2)(A), (B), or (C) of this title ... or
under regulations thereunder, or revising regulations
for enhanced monitoring and compliance
certification programs under section 7414(a)(3) of
this title, or any other final action of the
Administrator under this chapter (including any
denial or disapproval by the Administrator under
subchapter I of this chapter) which is locally or
regionally applicable may be filed only in the United
States Court of Appeals for the appropriate circuit.
Id. § 7607(®)(1). On EPA's motion to dismiss, the
question before this court is whether the two EPA
letters constitute “final action” within the meaning of
§ 7607()(1).

In Harrison v. PPG Industries, Inc., the United States
Supreme Court considered the meaning of the words
"any other final action” within § 7607(b)(1). See 446
U.S. 578, 586, 100 S.Ct. 1889, 64 L.Ed.2d 525
(1980). The parties in Harrison, however, agreed that
the challenged EPA action constituted * 'final action'
as that term is understood in the context of the
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Administrative Procedure Act [ ('APA") ] and other
provisions of federal law.” Id. The Court, therefore,
was left to construe only the words “any other.” See
id. at 586-94. The holding in Harrison that §
7607(b)(1) conferred jurisdiction on the court of
appeals over the challenged EPA action is thus
inapposite to the instant case. Nonetheless, the
Court's acceptance of the parties’ agreement that the
challenged action was a “final action” within the
meaning of the APA counsels this court to look to
interpretations of the term "final action” under the
APA when construing that same term under §
7607(b)(1). (FN2] See id. at 586.

In resolving whether a particular agency action is
final under the APA, this court recently stated, "we
look to whether [the action's] impact is direct and
immediate, whether the action marks the
consummation of the agency's decisionmaking

-process, and whether the action is one by which rights

or obligations have been determined, or from which
legal consequences will flow.” Colorado Farm Bureau
Fed'n v. United States Forest Serv., No. 99-1125,
2000 WL 992234, at *1 (10th Cir., July 18, 2000)
(citations and quotations omitted). Application of these
three factors in the instant case leads to the conclusion
that the two EPA opinion letters do not constitute final
action by the EPA.

The impact of the letters is neither direct nor
immediate, particularly as it concems PSCo. In
Franklin v. Massachusetts, the Court indicated that
the direct and immediate impact factor addresses
"whether [the agency action] is one that will directly
affect the parties.” 505 U.S. 788, 797, 112 S.Ct.
2767, 120 L.Bd.2d 636 (1992). Because PSCo is not
even the company seeking a permit to build the Front
Range facility, the EPA's opinion concerning the type
of permit required for the construction of that facility
does not directly impact PSCo. At most, the EPA's
opinion letters could potentially cause an indirect
impact upon PSCo, if the letters create delay in the
construction of the Front Range facility which in turn
inhibits Front Range from meeting its obligations to
PSCo under the Agreement. [FN3] The EPA letters
do not even cause a direct and immediate impact upon
KN Power, the company actually seeking a permit to
build the Front Range Facility, because it is the
CDPHE as the permitting agency, and not the EPA,
which will initially determine whether a minor source
permit or a PSD permit is required. Although the
EPA ultimately could overturn any decision rendered
by the CDPHE, the opinion expressed in the two
letters "serves more like a tentative recommendation
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than a final and binding determination.” Id. at 798;
see 42 U.S.C. §§ 7413(a)(5), 7661d(b)(1).

*4 Moreover, the two EPA opinion letters in no way

mark the consummation of its decision-making
process, which cannot occur before the CDPHE has
acted on the permit application. As mentioned above,
it is the CDPHE which first ascertains whether the
Front Range facility may be constructed with merely a
minor source permit or whether the PSD permit is
required. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 52.02, 52.320; 51
Fed.Reg. 31,125 (1986). If the CDPHE issues a
minor source permit, the EPA could then step in and
take some enforcement action against the state or
against Front Range or it could veto the permit issued.
See 42 U.S.C. §§ 7413(a)(5), 7661d(b)(1). The EPA
could also alter its opinion after the CDPHE has
issued the minor source permit and allow construction
of the Front Range facility to proceed under that
permit. The EPA, however, cannot act until the
CDPHE does, and the CDPHE has yet to act on the
minor source permit application.

Even if the CDPHE accedes to the EPA's opinion as
stated in the two letters and denies the minor source
permit, the opinion letters still would not constitute
the consummation of the EPA’'s decision-making
process. Under Colorado law, KN Power would be
entitled to a review' by the Air Quality Control
Commission of the CDPHE's denial of the minor
source permit. Ses Colo.Rev.Stat. § 25-7-114.5(8),
-103(7). If the Air Quality Control Commission
upheld the CDPHE's determination, KN Power could
still seek judicial review in state court. See id. §
25-7-120. The EPA might well be convinced by a
decision rendered in state court or by the Air Quality
Control Commission that construction of the Front
Range facility does not trigger PSD permit
requirements. The two letters issued well before this
state process has even begun, therefore, do not mark
the consummation of the EPA's decision-making
process.

Finally, the two opinion letters do not determine any
rights or obligations of PSCo or any other entity; nor
do legal consequences flow from these letters. See
Christensen v. Harris County, — U.S. —, —, 120
S.Ct. 1655, 1662, 146 L.Ed.2d 621 (2000)
("(Statutory] interpretations such as those in [agency]
opinion letters ... lack the force of law...."). In
arguing to the contrary, PSCo contends that a draft of
the October 1 letter which was earlier sent to the
CDPHE did determine Colorado's cbligation to deny
the minor source permit and require a PSD permit
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when it stated the following: "If Colorado issues the
signed [minor source] permit to the applicant, the
State will pot be acting in compliance with
requirements of the Act relating to the construction
and modification of new sources. EPA Region VI is
considering what action to take to prevent such non-
compliance....” PSCo contends that in this statement,
the EPA overtly threatened enforcement action against
Colorado, thus placing upon the CDPHE a legal
obligation to deny the minor source permit. The
nature of this letter as a mere draft and the deletion of
this purported threat from the finalized version of the
letter sent on October 1, however, suggest that the
EPA had not definitively determined the obligations of
the state of Colorado when it sent the October 1 letter.
The October 1 letter itself began with far more
temperate language, stating “this letter outlines the
(EPA's] views," and it never ordered the state or any
other party to take any particular action. [FN4)

*5 In arguing further that legal consequences flow
from the EPA letters, PSCo relies on the Ninth
Circuit decision in Hawaiian Electric Co. v. United
States Environmental Protection Agency. See 723
F.2d 1440, 1442 (9th Cir.1984). In Hawaiian Electric,
the Ninth Circuit conclided an EPA determination
that a PSD permit was required before a power plant
could switch to a higher sulfur fuel constituted final
agency action under § 7607(b)(1). See id. at 1441- 42.
The Ninth Circuit reasoned, "although the [EPA's)
application of the major modification definition is an
interim step in the PSD permitting process, it has
immediate legal consequerices, i.e., the requirement
of PSD review.” Id. at 1442. Admittedly, the major
modification determination in Hawaiian Electric is
very similar to the opinion expressed in the two EPA
letters in the instant case. The legal consequence of
the EPA's determination in Hawaiian Electric that
PSD review was required, however, does not
similarly flow from the EPA opinion letters here.
Unlike in Hawaiian Electric, the EPA is not the
permitting authority in the state of Colorado. See id.
at 1441. As discussed above, the two EPA opinion
letters do not obligate the CDPHE to subject the Front
Range facility construction project to PSD review; the
CDPHE can instead choose to issue a minor source
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permit, and only then can the EPA tske action to
require PSD review. Hawaiian Electric, therefore, is
distinguishable.

In sum, the nature of both the permitting process in
Colorado and the EPA letters themselves defies
characterization of those letters as "final action” from
which an appeal may be taken under 42 U.S.C. §
7607(X1).

IV. CONCLUSION

*6 Because PSCo's appeal pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §
7607(b) fails to challenge a “final action” by the EPA,
this court DISMISSES the appeal for want of subject
matter jurisdiction.

FN1. The Colorado Associstion of Commerce and
Industry and the Edison Electric Institute filed
motions to become emici curias in this appeal.
Because their briefs only address the merits of
PSCo's appeal and this court does not reach ths
merits, we deny both motions.

FN2. Consistent with this approach, both the EPA
and PSCo rely on decisions construing the words
*final action” within the APA.

FN3. Because this court dismisses PSCo's appeal for
leck of subject matter jurisdiction under 42 U.S.C. §
7607(b), we need not resolve the separate question
whether PSCo has standing to pursue its challenge to
the EPA's determination.

FN4. PSCo's failure to ask this court for any specific
relief, other than a reversal of the BEPA's
determination in its opinion letters, perhaps reveals a
tacit admission that the EPA has yet to impase any
affirmative obligations upon or declere any rights of
PSCo or other involved entities. This court would
violate Article II's prohibition against advisory
opinions were it to do that which PSCo requests,
i.e.,, issue a mere statement that the BEPA's
interpretation and application of the law was
incorrect without ordering some related relief. See
generally United States v. Burlington No. R.R. Co,,
200 F.3d 679, 699 (10th Cir.1999).

END OF DOCUMENT
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

March 16, 1979

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Definition of Source

FROM: Director
Division of Stationary Source Enforcement

TO: Diana Dutton, Director
Enforcement Division, Region VI

This is in response to Howard Bergman's memo of January 9, 1979, requesting a
determination as to whether the International Paper Company's paper mill and the Anzona
Chemical Company's Plant, both located on the same piece of property in Springhill, Louisiana,
consttute a single source or two separate Sources. The Arizona Chemical Company is a joint
venture half owned by the International Paper Company and half owned by the American
Cyanamid Company. The piece of property on which both plants are located is owned by
International Paper.

The PSD regulations define "source"” as,

any structure, building, facility, equipment, installation, or operation

(or combination thereof) which is located on one or more contiguous or
adjacent properties and which is owned or operated by the same person (or
by persons under common control)." (43 FR 26404, June 19, 1978.)

The PSD regulations offer no guidance on what is meant by "common control”. However,
the newly amended Interpretative Ruling states on page 3279 that for purposes of both the
Interpretative Ruling and PSD, the guidelines for determining common control are as follows:

"For the time being, determinations of what entities control, are controlled by, or are
under common control with, the applicant will be made on a case-by-case basis. However,
to save time and resources of both applicants and decision makers, EPA Proposes to
establish criteria for determining issues of common control. For example, any person
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with a ten percent voting interest in an entity, or with the power to make or veto decisions by the
entity to implement major emission control measures, might be deemed to control the entity. Such
criteria would also be used for determining whether facilities are part of the same source..."

(44 FR 3279, January 16, 1979.)

We must decide this issue case-by-case until EPA has completed review of the public
comments submitted in regard to the amended Interpretative Ruling, and has taken final action on
it. It is my feeling that a person who has as much as 50% voting interest in an entity should be
considered to conirol the entity. Therefore, until the Agency responds to the public on this issue, a
person with 50% voting interest in an entity will be considered to have control.

If the International Paper Company has 50% voting interest in the Anzona Chemical
Company, it can be considered "in control” for PSD (and IR) purposes, and the International
Paper mill and Arizona Chemical plant, both located at the Springhill, Louisiana complex, can be
considered as a single source.

[ will inform you immediately of any EPA response to any public comment on this issue.
The period of public comment on this issue will end March 19, 1979.

Should you have any further questions, please contact Libby Scopino at FTS
755-2564.

Edward E. Reich

cc: Darryl Tyler, CPDD
Mike James, OGC
Paul Traina, Region IV
Kent Berry, OAQPS




UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

DATE: January 9, 1979
SUBJECT: PSD Determinauon - Definition of Source

FROM: Howard G. Bergman
Director
Enforcement Division (6AE)

TO: Edward E. Reich
Director, Division of
Stationary Source Enforcement (EN-340)

We have been contacted by the International Paper Company (IP) concerning proposed
construction at their Springhtll, Louisiana, paper mill complex. The pulp and paper plant is being
shut down. The container plant and finishing and shipping operations will continue. [P proposes
to construct a wood products plant at the complex. IP plans to apply for a PSD permit for the
wood products plant. Because there will be a net decrease in emissions, [P will be exempt from
the air quality analysis and the monitoring requirement.

At the complex on [P's land, Arizona Chemical Company makes a product from black liquor soap
produced at other [P pulp and paper mills. Arizona Chemical is a joint venture, half owned by [P.
Arizona Chemical is independently managed from IP. An IP steam boiler has supplied steam to
Arizona Chemical but this boiler will be shut down. Arizona Chemical plans to build its own
boiler. This boiler will be subject to the PSD regulations by itself.

[P claims that the Springhill mill complex should be treated as one source - that Anzona Chemical
is part of the Springhill mill. This would allow [P and Arizona Chemical to make one PSD
application and receive one permit and, more importantly, use the decrease in emissions of the old
boiler against the new boiler so that the new boiler would also be exempt from air quality analysis
and monitoring. This will make a difference of several months in when the PSD permit(s) would
be issued.

[t appears that the issue turns on the interpretation of "source" in the PSD regulations: are there
two sources here or only one? Attached is the information provided by TP.

We have leamed that Region 4 has an almost identical situation with I[P and Arizona Chemical.
Therefore, we believe that your office should be involved in the determination. If you have any
questions, please contact Jim Veach of my staff at 729-2760.

cc: EPA - Region 4
Phaff (4AAH-AP)







UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION vII!
999 18" STREET - SUITE 500
DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2408

March 22, 1990
Ref: SAT-AP

Jeffrey T. Chaffee, Chief
Air Quality Bureau
Department of Health and
Environmental Sciences
Cogswell Building
Helena, Montana 59620

RE: Comments on the Draft Permit for Conoco Coker and Sulfur Recovery Facility

Dear Jeff:

EPA Region VIII has reviewed the draft permit and permit application analysis prepared
by the Department for the proposed modifications and new equipment installations at the Conoco
refinery in Billings, Montana. We have some comments and questions to submit during the public
comment period, and March 23, 1990.

Generally speaking, I would like to commend the Department on this permitting effort.
The draft permit not only appears to meet most of our enforceability concemns, but it is also
written such that a potentially vary complicated regulatory scenario has been simplified to enable a
relatively straight-forward compliance determination. The permit contains annual, 24-hour, and
hourly emission limits; it specifies the compliance methads; it requires CEMs for continuous
compliance demonstration, and it contains sufficient record-keeping and reporting requirements.

The most significant issue we focused on in our review was the question of whether or not
the proposed project should be considered as two separate facilities with two permits, or as one
facility and one permit. We believe that the proposed project should be treated as two separate
sources, based on our understanding that the Karley ATS operation is a separate economic entity
under the control of Karley and not Conoco. Our belief that this operation is a separate source
and not a support facility, is based on the classification process contained in the Standard
Industrial Classification Manual. Some EPA guidance on this issue is found in a PSD applicability
determination (PSD/83), dated March 16, 1979 from Ed Reich (located in the New Source
Review Guidance Notebook - PSD 3.10). This determination discussed operations which are
under joint ownership or control. The decision references the revised emission offset policy (44
FR 3274-85 of January 16, 1979) which also provides guidelines that apply to PSD:




“For the time being, determinations of what entities control, are controlled by, or are
under common control with, the applicant will be made on a case-by-case basis.
However, to save time and resources of both applicants and decision makers, EPA
proposes to establish cnitenia for determining issues of common control. For example, any
person with a ten percent voting interest in an entity, or with the power to make or veto
decisions y the entity to implement major emission-control measures, might be deemed to
control the entity. Such criteria would also be used for determining whether facilities are
part of the same source (p. 3279 of the FR, January 16, 1979).”

Although the issue is subject to public comment, the Stationary Source Compliance
Division believes that a person with as much as 50% voting interest in an entity should be

considered to control the entity.

Other evidence of joint control of the proposed project might support a finding that it
should be treated as one source rather than two. The Department should evaluate and document
the correct relationship between Conoco and Karley to determine if one or two permits are
required. If the Department’s decision is to issue one permit, how will the liability issue be
handled should an enforcement action prove necessary as a result of possible violations at Karley?
For example, if Karley’s emissions over exceed permitted limits, would the Department take an
enforcement action against Conoco? Will Conoco have the authority to control emissions from
the ATS plant such that an existing violation could be eliminated and/or a potential violation

could be avoided?

In addition to the permitting issue discussed above, we have the following comments and
questions:

l. Section II, Condition C, identifies what items are to be included in an upset emission
reports. The items listed are very good, but one significant item is missing. That is the
requirement for the source to discuss what corrective actions will be taken to prevent a
recurrence of the situation which caused the upset. Without corrective steps, the source
could experience the upset condition over and over again until it becomes a predictable

emission occurrence.

2. Sections II, Condition G.3, identifies an annual emission limit. Is this limit based on a
rolling 12-month total? If so, the permit should state how and when the source will

determine compliance with the limit.

3. In Section II, Condition G.5.b, does the 0.10 grains/dsef emission rate result in the
emission limits expressed in G.5.a when the equipment is operating at design capacity?

4, Section II, Condition I outlines how compliance with the emission limitations will be
achieved. However, what assumptions will be made during the time that CEMs are not
operating? It is necessary to assume some emission rate during the time that the CEMs

are inoperable.




5. In Section III, Condition B, it is not clear what the averaging time is for the monthly
reports. Are they block emission totals for each calendar month or rolling 30 day totals?
Condition b.2 contains the future tense “may occur” which we believe should be the past
tense “occurred” since this is a report of what has happened.

6. In Section ITI, Condition B, there seems to be a missing requirement. An item should be
required for the source to discuss what corrective actions will be taken to prevent a

recurrence of the upset situation.

EPA Region VIII appreciates this opportunity to comment on this proposed permit action.
Please address our comments when you issue the permit. Also, please provide us with your
justification for issuing one or two permits to ensure proper implementation of the new source
review rules, specifically under ARM 16.8.1105, as well as enforcement aspects under ARM
16.8.1109. If some of our other comments are not addressed in the permit, please provide a
written response to those comments. This information should be provided shortly after permit
issuance, to allow EPA sufficient time to determine if an appeal to the Montana Board of Heaith
and Environmental Sciences under MGA 75-2-211 is justified. If you wish to discuss these
comments, please contact Kris Knutsn at (303) 293-1754 or John Dale at (303) 294-7611.

Sincerely,

Douglas M. Skie, Chief
Air Programs Branch

cc: Enic Finke, BMO
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION VI
999 18th STREET- SUITE 500
DENVER COLORADO 80202-2405
Ref: BAT - AP Aug. 22,1991

Cathy Rhodes

Air Pollution Control Division
4210 East 1 1th Avenue
Denver CO 50220

Dear Cathy:

This letter is in response to your request dated July 18, 1991 for guidance regarding the
definition of a source for PSD purposes. The specific case involves co-generation gas turbines
that are separated by one-half mile and have some difference in the ownership relationship of each
facility.

To provide guidance on this subject, we will attempt to discuss various aspects of the new
source review definition of source which is somewhat different from the normal way that a source
might be defined. “Stationary source” is defined as "any building, structure, facility or installation
which emits or may emit any air Pollutant subject to regulation under the Act.” Building,
structure, facility or installation “means” all of the pollutant-emitting activities which belong to the
same industrial grouping, are located on one of more contiguous or adjacent properties, and are
under the control of the same persons (or persons under common control)." The Pollutant
emitting activities shall be considered as part of the same industrial grouping if they belong to the
same "Major Group" (i.e. which have the same two-digit code) as described in the Standard
Industnal Classification Manual.

There are three unique parts in the definition of a stationary source under the new source
review regulations which need to be examined to determine what constitutes the source or
sources in the case of Colorado Power Partners (CPP):

1. “all of the pollutant emitting activities which belong to the same industrial
grouping”.

The pollutant-emitting activities for the subject operations are all
identical, hence they have the same SIC code classification.

2, “Are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties”

The location of the gas turbines are separated by one half mile but will
share a greenhouse water supply, a PSCo interconnection power line, and




dirty water and sewer service lines. Adjacent or contiguous facilities can
mean facilities that are physically separated by some distance. In a
memo dated June 30 1981, from the Division Director of Stationary
Source Enforcement, two facilities that were located one mile apart were
determined to be adjacent. (enclosed) The one-half mile separation of
these two gas turbines should be considered adjacent for purposes of
determining if they are a single stationary source.

3. "are under the control of the same person (or persons under common control)"

CPP built a 50 Megawatt project.

Ownership is determined to be:
50% to Cogeneration Technology, Inc. (CTI) Partners
50% to Twombly Partners

CTI Partners plans to built a 68 megawatt Project
Ownership is claimed to be:
100% - CTI Partners

The amount of control or ownership by CTI Partners is 50% or more in each of
the two projects which seems to make it clear that common control of both
projects does exist. A memo dated March 16, 1979 from the Division Director
at Stationary Source Enforcement points out that a person (or persons) with 50%
voting interest in an entity will be considered to have control. (enclosed)

I hope this guidance will-be helpful in your determination. If you have questions our
response, please contact John Dale at (303) 294-7611 or Monica Morales at (303) 294-7613.

Sincerely

Douglas M. Skie, Chief
Air Programs Branch

Enclosures:







UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E.
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30365

Jul 20 1995

4APT-AEB

Mr. Ron Methier, Chief

Air Protection Branch
Environmental Protection Division
Georgia Dept. Of Natural Resources
4244 International Pkwy., ste, 120
Atlanta, GA 30354

SUBIJ: Site Specific Determination of Common Control United Technologies Corporation;
Columbus, G.A.

Dear Mr. Methier:

We have reviewed the letter dated May 19, 1995, which was submitted to the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 by Mr, Edward Cutrer of your office
regarding Title V applicability of the United Technologies Corporation, Columbus, Georgia,
facility. As discussed in the letter and correspondence submitted to us, United Technologies
indirectly owns 50 percent of Precision Components Intemnational, inc., Which manufactures
blades. The other 50 percent of Precision Components is indirectly owned by the Wertheimer
Group. Based on the information provided to EPA and available guidance related, to the issue
of common control the United Technologies and Precision Components International facilities
should he considered to be one source under common control for Title V applicability

purposes.

Based on a March 16, memorandum from EPA headquarters concerning the definition of
“source” and the common control issue, a person who has 50 percent voting interest in an
entity will be considered to have control, Therefore, the fact that United Technologies can
indirectly exercise 50 percent voting power in Precision Components through another company
which it has 100 percent control over, indicates that United Technologies and Precision
Components should be considered under common control. Although the operational
management of Precision Components is directed by the Wertheimer Group, the power of
United Technologies to make or veto decisions regarding the implementation of major
emission control measures and to influence production levels at the two facilities is considered
most important in the issue of common control. In addition, based on discussions with
personnel from your office, the operations of the United Technologies and Precision
Components facilities are not totally independent of each other. Since the blades which are
manufactured by Precision Components are mounted on disks manufactured by United
Technologies for use in jet engines, it appears that the production levels at one facility
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would Influence the production levels at the other, These issues and the fact that the two
manufacturing operations are located within the sane building and have the same SIC codes
further suggest that the two facilities should be considered as one source for Title V applicability
purposes. Also, the fact that United Technologies and Precision Components may be treated as
separate entities under Georgia corporate law does not justify the separation of the two facilities
for applicability of Clean Air Act environmental regulations.

If there are any questions regarding the contents of this letter, please contact Keith GofT of
my staff at (404) 347-2904.

Sincerely yours,

Jewell A. Harper
Chief
Air Enforcement Branch

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics
Management Division
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Peter R. Hamlin, Chief

Riy Quality Bureau

Iowa Department of Natural Resources
Henry A. Wallace Building

900 East Grand

Des Moines, IA 50319

Deer Mr. Hamlin:

Recently, several questions have been raised about whether
new facilities that locate on the site of a present major
stationary source should be considered part of the existing major
source or as a separate entity. In particular, concerns center
around the question of control as interpreted under the New
Source Review program. According to EPA's definition of a
stationary source, "a building, structure, facility, or
installation means &ll of the pollutant emitting activities which
belong to the same industrial grouping, are located on one or
more contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under the control
of the same person (or persons under common control) .°

EPA's permit regulations do not provide a definition for

control. Therefore, we rely on the common definition. Webster's
Dictionary defines control as "to exercise restraining or
directing influence over," "to have power over," "power of
authority to guide or manage," and "the regulation of economic
activity." Obviously, common ownership constitutes common
control. However, common ownership is not the only evidence of
control.

\'

Typically, companies don't just locate on another's property
and do whatever they want. Such relationships are usually
governed by contractual, lease, or other agreements that
establish how the facilitfies interact with one another.

Therefore, we presume that one company locating on another's land
establishes a "control" relationship. To overcome this
presumption, the Region requires these "companion" facilities, on
a case by case basis, to explain how they interact with each
other. Some of the types of questions we ask include:

Do the facilities share common workforces, plant managers,
security forces, corporate executive officers, or board of
executives?

RECYCLE %%
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Do the facilities share equipment, other property, or
pollution control equipmenc? What does the contract specify
with regard to pollution control responsibilities of the
contractee? Can the managing entity of one facility make
decisions that affect pollution control at the other
facility?

Do the facilities share common payroll activities, employee
benefits, health plans, retirement funds, insurance
coverage, or other administrative functions?

Do the facilities share intermediates, products, byproducts,
or other manufacturing equipment? Can the new source
purchase raw materials from and sell products or byproducts
to other customers? What are the contractual arrangements
for providing goods and services?

Who accepts the responsibility for compliance with air
quality control requirements? What about for violations of
the requirements?

What is the dependency of one facility on the other? If one
shuts down, what are the limitations on the other to pursue
outside business interests?

Does one operation support the operation of the other? what
are the financial arrangements between the two entities?

The list of questions is not exhaustive; they only serve as
a screening tool. If facilities can provide information showing
that the new source has no ties to the existing source, or vice
versa, then the new source is most likely a separate entity under
its own control. However, if the facilities respond in the
positive to one or more of the major indicators of control (e.g.
management structures, plant managers, payroll, and other
administrative functions), then the new company is likely under
the control of the existing source, or under common control Dby
both companies, and cannot be considered a separate entity for
permitting purposes. Absent any major relationships, the new
facility may still be considered to be under the control of the
existing source if a significant number of the indicators point
to common control.

If after asking the obvious control questions the permit
authority has any remaining doubts, it may be necessary to look
at contracts, lease agreements, and other relevant information.
EPA's Dun and Bradstreet Retrieval System, available to anyone
with mainframe access, is also useful for exploring any parent-
subsidiary relationships and common corporate management
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structures. Using these tools, we have found at least one case
where a company set up an "unrelated" corporation in the middle
of their property to split the property into multiple, distinct
sites. After concluding that these "distinct" gites were in fact
under the common control of the companion company's president,

the split was later disallowed for permitting purposes.

The permit authority should be cautious of any short term or
interim contracts that establish separate operating companies oOr
separate operations on noncontacting parcels of land. While not
likely, it is conceivable that such contracts could be used to
shield the company's true intents. For example, a company may
seek to avoid major new source review requirements in the short
term, but merge later on to take advantage of the netting
provisions. If the company's motives are unclear, but the permit
authority elects to permit as two sources, we would encourage
adding a condition to the permit requiring notification if the
two sources mergé operations. if the merger occurs within a
short time frame, say two years, after permit issuance, the
department may want to investigate such activities as
circumvention of the major source permitting requirements and
take the appréopriate action.

If the affected sources are reluctant or refuse to provide
documentation satisfactory to the permit authority, and the
company's permit application is pending, then the permit
authority may elect to find the permit application incomplete.
If an application has not been submitted, then we recommend that
the permit authority seek the necessary information under its
statutory authorities.

Our approach to looking at control is based in part on
regulatory background information, prior EPA guidance materials,
common sense, and limited formal decisions on the matter. While
no one single document answers the questions at hand, we
encourage you and your staff to review the references listed in
Table 1. Most are available on the New Source Review portion of
the Technology Transfer Network Bulletin Board System.

We seriously urge you to consider the principles found in
the various dguidance documents and in this letter when evaluating

requests to split properties for permitting purposes. We realize
that in many cases it is easier not to second guess a company's
motives. However, we also believe this administratively

expedient approach can result in allowing circumvention of the
permit requirements and ultimately jeopardize the goals and
effectiveness of the permitting programs. This guidance has been
reviewed by the Information Transfer and Program Integration
Division, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, and
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incorporates their suggestions and concerns. If you have any
questions or nesd further advice, please contact our New Source
Review team; Dan Rodriguez 213-55i-7616, Ward Burns 913-551-7960,
or Jon Knodel §13-551—7622.

Sincerely,

1111am A. ratlln
Director
Air, RCRA, and Toxics Division

Enclosure

cc: Christine Spackman, IDNR
Chuck Layman, KDHE
Randy Raymond, MDNR
Shelly Kederly, NDEQ
David Solomon, ORQPS
Michele Dubow, OAQPS




Table 1. References on Common Control

"Definition of Source," March 16, 1978

The preamble to the August 7, 1980 PSD regulations, 45 FR
52683-52685

"PSD Applicability Request (General Motors)," June 30, 1981

"PSD Epplicability Request, Valero Transmission Company,"

November 3, 1886

"PSD Applicability Determination for Multiple Owner/Opesrator
Point Sources Within a Single Facility (Denver Airport)

J August 11, 198¢

"Commenits on Draft Permit for Conoco Coker and Sulfur
Recovery Facility,” March 22, 1890

"Definition of Source for PSD Purposes," August 22, 189S

"PSD Permit Remand, Reserve Coal Properties," July 6, 1

"Temporary and Contracted Activities at Stationary Sources,"
John Seitz letter to Minnesota, November 16, 1994

"Watts Bar Nuclear Plant Title V Applicability," Region 4,

June 5, 1995 )

"Site Specific Determination of Common Control for United

Technologies Corporation," Region 4, July 20, 1885

"Georgetown Cogeneration Project," Westy McDermid

Memorandum, date unknown







November 2, 1995

4APT-AEB

Mr. Terry C. Harris, P.E.

Knox County Department of Air
Pollution Control

City/County Building, Suite 459

400 Main Avenue

Knoxville, TN 37902

RE: Site Specific Determination of Common Control;
Allied-Signal, Inc. and Bendix-Atlantic Inflator Company

Dear Mr. Harris:

We have reviewed the letter dated September 14, 1995, which
was submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region
4 by Mr. William Schaad of your office regarding Title V
applicability to the Allied-Signal, Inc. and Bendix-Atlantic
Inflator Company (BAICO) facilities located in Knoxville,
Tennessee. As discussed in the letter and correspondence
submitted to us, both facilities are located on the same site and
are in the same SIC grouping. BAICO is a joint venture between
Allied-Signal Safety Restraint Systems and SEQUA's Atlantic
Research Corporation. Por the operation of BAICO, a legal
arrangement or contract has been developed which delegates the
activities involving executive, management, and professional
staff to SEQUA's Atlantic Research Corporation. This contract
also delegates the provision of a production workforce and its
supervision to Allied-Signal. Based on the information provided
to EPA and available guidance related to the issue of common
control, we recommend that the Allied-Signal and BAICO facilities
located in Knoxville, Tennessee, be considered as one source
under common control for Title V applicability purposes.

Based on the enclosed March 16, 1979, memorandum from EPA
headquarters concerning the definition of "source" and the common
control issue, a person who has a significant voting interest in
an entity or with the power to make or veto decisions by the
entity to implement major emission control measures, may be
considered to have control. Even though BAICO's management has
been delegated to SEQUA, Allied-Signal and SEQUA each have a 50
percent voting interest in BAICO. Therefore, the Allied-Signal
and BAICO facilities should be considered to be under "common

control® for Title V purposes.

If there are any questions regarding the contents of this
letter, please contact Keith Goff of my staff at (404)347-2904.

Sincerely yours,
/s/
Jewell A. Harper
Chief
Air Enforcement Branch

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics
Management Division

" Enclosure

http://www.epa.gov/region04/air/regulators/part70/knox ctr.txt

08/23/1999







August 2, 1996

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Major Source Determinations for Military Installations
under the Air Toxics, New Source Review, and Title V
Operating Permit Programs of the Clean Air Act (Act)

FROM: John S. Seitz, Director /s/
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (MD-10)

TO: See Addressees

Purpose of Guidance

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide guidance on
implementing the section 112 air toxics, title I (Part D)
nonattainment new source review (nonattainment NSR), title I
(Part C) prevention of significant deterioration (PSD), and

title V operating permit programs with regard to "major source"

determinations at Federal military installations. {The
nonattainment NSR and PSD programs together are hereafter
referred to as the new source review (NSR) program.) The

attachment to this memorandum, entitled "Guidance for Major
Source Determinations at Military Installations under the Air
Toxics, New Source Review, and Title V Operating Permit Programs
of the Clean Air Act (Act)," outlines today's guidance in greater
detail.

For the purposes of this guidance, the term "military
installation" refers to a stationary source, or group of
statlonary sources, located on one or more contiguous or adjacent
properties that are owned, operated, supervised, or controlled by
one or more Department of Defense (DOD) components which include
the military services, the defense agencies, and the National
Guard. (Defense agencies are components of the DOD that are
established by the Secretary of Defense to perform a supply or
service activity common to more than one military department.

For example, the Defense Finance and Accounting Service handles
the pavroll for all the military services.) This definition of
the term military installation has been developed solely for the
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purpose of providing a starting point in the analytical process
for making major source determinations that is described in this
guidance. It is not intended to be equivalent to the term "major
source. "

Background

In recent months, the requirement for sources to prepare and
supmit title V operating permit applications has led to greatly
increased interest in understanding how to make "major source"
determinations. At issue are questions about which pollutant-
emitting activities at stationary sources must be aggregated for
the purpose of determining the applicability of emission control
and permitting requirements under the Act.

In particular, given the wide variety of functions performed
at militeary bases and the array of "control" arrangements
associated with them, the DOD has requested that the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issue guidance addressing
how determinations of major sources may be made at military
installations. Compared to most industrial sources, military
installations include a wider variety of functions and activities
including residential housing, schools, churches, recreational
parks, shopping centers, industrial operations, training ranges,
airports, gas stations, utility plants, police and fire
departments, and hospitals. In addition, military installations
include a variety of tenant activities, including other DOD
service, non-DOD Federal agency, contractor, and leased
commercial activities.

Section 118(a) of the Act states that each department,
agency, and instrumentality of the Federal government is subject
to and must comply with all Federal, State, and local
reguirements in the same manner and to the same extent as any
nongovernmental entity. The EPA believes that the effect of
today's guidance is to assure that military installations are
treated consistently with how the Agency's regulations and
policies are applied at nonmilitary stationary sources.

Summary of Guidance

Common Control Determinations

When making major source determinations at a military
installation, the Agency believes it is appropriate to consider
pollutant-emitting activities that are under the control of
different military services not to be under common control. 1In
other words, all pollutant-emitting activities at an installation
under the control of the Army could be considered under separate
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control from those activities "owned or operated" by the Navy,
the Air Force, or the Marine Corps. In addition, activities
under the control of the National Guard may be considered under
separate control from activities under the contrel of military
services, as can activities under the control of the defense
agencies; however, the defense agencies are considered under
common control with each other.

While separate military controlling entities may be treated
as under separate control, determinations for military
installations should be made on a case-specific basis after
examining the operations and interactions at those sites.
Consequently, there may be situations in which the air pollution
control agency or the permicting authority determines that it is
appropriate to consider a military installation a single source,
notwithstanding the presence of multiple controlling entities at
that military installation. ©Nothing in this guidance precludes
such a finding by an agency or permitting authority.

In general, leased activities at military installations may
be considered under separate control from activities under the
control of the military controliing entities at that
installation. These leased activities would be considered
“fenants' on military bases. 1In contrast, contract-for-service
(or contractor-operated) activities at military installetions
usually would be considered under the control of the military
controlling entity that controls the contract. Thus, leased
activities may be considered under common control when they also
have a contract-for-service relationship to provide goods or
services to a military contrelling entity at that military
installation. Given the variety and complexity of leased and
contract-for-service activities at military bases, the Agency
expects that case-by-case determinations will often be necessary
for such situations.

Industrial Grouping and Supvort Facility Determinaitions

Historically, all activities at a military installation have
been grouped under the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
Manual Major Group 97, "National Security and International
Affairs" (or, more specifically, within Major Group 97, Industry
Number 9711, "National Security"). Upon evaluating the
application of the SIC-code approach to classifying military
installations, the EPA has determined that Major Group 97 is
inappropriate for major source determinations at some military
installations. 1In these instances, the 97 Major Group
inappropriately aggregates activities at a military installation
with the result that portions of the installation could be
subject to requirements under the Act that would not otherwise
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apply if a comparable source determination were made as if for a
nonmilitary facility. ’

The EPA believes it is appropriate to think of military
installations as combinations of functionally distinct groupings
of pollutant-emitting activities that may be identified and
distinguished the same way that industrial and commercial sources
are distinguished, that is, on the basis of a "common sense
notion of a plant." Thus, the following approach may be used to
determine how military facilities should be aggregated in making
major source determinations: the "industrial groupings' at a
military installation may be assigned appropriate 2-digit SIC
codes {as if they were nonmilitary facilities) and classified
into '"primary" and "support" activities. As is now done for
nonmilitary sources, support activities at military bases would
be aggregated with their associated primary activity regardless
of dissimilar 2-digit SIC codes. )

The EPA also believes that certain personnel-related
activities at military installations may appropriately be
considered not to be support facilities to the primary military
activities of a base and, therefore, they can be considered
separate sources. Examples of these types of activities include
residential housing, schools, day care centers, churches,
recreational parks, theaters, shopping centers, grocery stores,
gas stations, and dry cleaners. These activities may be treated
as separate sources for all purposes for which an industrial
grouping distinction is allowed, but they should be separately
evaluated for common control, SIC code, and support facility
linkages to determine if a major source is present.

Title V Permitting

After determining that stationary sources at a military
installation are subject to title V permitting, permitting
authorities have discretion to issue more than one title V permit
to each major source at that installation, so long as the
collection of permits assures that all applicable requirements
would be met that otherwise would be required under a single
permit for each major source. In other words, all stationary
sources that are subject to title V permitting within a major
source must be covered by one of these permits, and a major
source may not be divided in a way that changes how it would be
subject to or comply with applicable requirements compared with
what would otherwise occur if a single title V permit were issued
to that major source.

Permitting authorities may accept multiple permit
applications from each major source, provided that each permit
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application is certified by a responsible official who is
selected in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 70.2 or
71.2. The EPA recommends that military controlling entities that
wish to obtain multiple title V permits for major sources under
their control meet with their permitting authorities well in
advance of permit application submission deadlines to discuss how
their major sources may be divided to receive separate title V
vermicts. Where military installations have already filed title V
permit applications and these submittals are being processed for
permit issuance, these applications should be reevaluated in
light of the approaches described in this guidance, if
appropriace.

Effect of Cuidance

This guidance explains the EPA's interpretations of what is
minimally required under its regulations; it is not intended to
supersede or replace more stringent approaches taken by any
particular agency or permitting authority. State and local
agencies may choose to implement the approaches described here,
or they may exercise their discretion to implement more stringent
approaches provided there is a rational basis for the treatment
of military installations compared with other types of
facilities. The EPA recommends that military installations
consult with their permitting authorities to determine the
application of this guidance to their installations.

For major stationary source determinations under the NSR
program, this guidance applies prospectively only and it does not
affect any preexisting major source determination made by a
permitting authority (e.g., one that resulted in the issuance of
a major NSR permit or one that resulted in a determination that
major NSR was not applicable). Such determinations generally
would continue to be valid, provided they were made in accordance
with relevant State and Federal requirements that applied at the
time they were made.

The interpretations and policies set forth in this document
are intended solely as guidance, do not represent final Agency
action, and cannot be relied upon to create rights enforceable by
any party. The EPA will continue to evaluate the need for
guidance on major source determinations for military
installations and mey issue additional guidance in the future.

Distribution/Further Information

The Regional Qffices should send this memorandum, including
the attachment, to State and local air pollution control agencies
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within their jurisdictions. Regional Offices should distribute
these materials promptly because title V permit application
deadlines are approaching for military installations in numerous
locations. Questions concerning specific issues and cases should
be directed to the appropriate Regional Office. In addition,
copies of cited materials that are not otherwise readily
available may be obtained from the air permitting contacits at the
Regional Offices. Regional Office staff may contact Michele
Dubow of the Integrated Implementation Group at (919) 541i-3803.
This document is also available on the technology trensfer
network (TTN) bulletin board, under "Clean Air Act® - "Title V" -
"Policy Guidance Memos." (Readers unfamiliar with this bulletin
board may obtain access by calling the TTN help line at

{919) 541-5384.)

Attachment

Addressees:

Director, Office of Ecosystem Protection, Region I

Director, Division of Environmental Planning and Protection,
Region II

Director, Air, Radiation and Toxics Division, Region 11T

Director, Air, Pesticides and Toxics Management Division, Region IV

Director, Air and Radiation Division, Region V

Director, Multimedia Planning and Permitting Division, Region VI

Director, Air, RCRA, and TSCA Division, Region VII

Assistant Regional Administrator, Office of Pollution Prevention,
State and Tribal Assistance, Region VIII

Director, Air and Toxics Division, Region IX

Director, Office of Air, Region X

cc: Air Branch Chiefs, Regions I-X
Regional Air Toxics, NSR, and
Title V Contacts, Regions I-X
Michele Dubow (MD-12)
Bruce Jordan (MD-13)
Bob Kellam (MD-12)
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ATTACHMENT

Guidance for Major Source Determinations at Military
Installations under the Air Toxics, New Source Review,
and Title V Operating Permit Programs of the
Clean Air Act (Act)

I. Incroduction

The relevant programs to which this guidance applies are the
section 112 air toxics, title I (Part D) nonattainment new source
review {(nonattainment NSR), title I (Part C) prevention of
significant deterioration (PSD), and title V operating permit
programs. (The nonattainment NSR and PSD programs are hereafter
referred to collectively as the new source review (NSR) program.)
Regulations implementing these programs are found, respectively,
in 40 CFR parts 63, 51 and 52, and 70 and 71.! This guidance
explains the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)
interpretation of what is minimally required under these
regulacions; it is not intended to supersede or replace more
stringent epproaches taken by any particular air pollution
control agency or permitting authority provided there is a
rational basis for the treatment of military installations
compared with other types of facilities. The EPA recommends that
military installations consult with their agencies or permitting
authorities to determine the application of this guidance to
their installations.

For the purposes of this document, the term "military
installation" refers to a stationary source,? or group of
stationary sources, that are located on one or more contiguous or
adjacent properties that are owned, operated, supervised, or
controlled bv one or more Department of Defense (DOD) components

! The use of this guidance in determining what constitutes
a major source does not affect the scope of what constitutes a
*Federal action" for the purposes of the General Conformity Rule
(40 CFR 93.150-160).

2 The term "stationary source" is used here with its
meaning under 40 CFR part 70: ‘'any building, structure,
facility, or installation that emits or may emit any regulated
air pollutant or any pollutant listed under section 112(b) of the
Act." § 70.2 "Stationary source."
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which include ithe military services, the defense agencies, and
the National Guard.’

The interpretations and policies set forth in this document
are intended solely as guidance, do not represent final Agency |
action, and cannot be relied upon to create rights enforceable by
any party. Furthermore, this guidance applies prospectively only
for major stationary source determinations under the NSR program
and it does not affect any preexisting major source determination
made by a permitting authority (e.g., one that resulted in the
issuance of a major NSR permit or one that resulted in a
determination that major NSR was not applicable). Such
determinations generally would continue to be valid, provided
they were made in accordance with the relevant State and Federal
requirements that aepplied at the time they were made.

II. Backaground

Many stationary source requirements of the Act apply only to
"major sources" (or "major stationary sources" as they are
defined under the NSR program). Therefore, the determinacion of
whether a stationary source, or group of stationary sources
considered together, is a major source is critical to determining
whether a particular requirement under the Act applies to that
"“source."® Major sources (or major stationary sources) are those
stationary sources that emit or have the potential to emit air
pollutants in excess of threshold emission levels specified in

3 This definition has been developed solely for the purpose
of providing a starting point in the analytical process for
making major source determinations that is described in this
guidance. It is not intended to be eguivalent to the term "major
source,” nor is it used to define the "source" that is the basis
for a major source determination at a military facility. (See
footnote 4 for an explanation of how the term "source" is used in
this document in relation to major source determinations.)

¢ r"gource" is not a defined term in the EPA's regulations
for the programs addressed by this guidance. It is used in
today's guidance to refer generically to the collection of
vollutant-emitting activities (i.e., to the stationary source or
group of stationary sources considered together) that, when
aggregated appropriately under the regulations and policy of a
particular program, forms the basis for the "major source"
determination. Depending upon the context, "source" also is used
here as it is colloquially to refer to entire facilities or plant
sites that emit air pollutants.
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the Act (or established by regulation by the EPA) and that meect
other criteria defined by regulation.

The definitions that appear in parts 51, 52, 63, 70, and 71
consider a stationary source, or group of stationary sources
considered together, to be a major source if the stationary
source {(or group of stationary sources) is located on one or more
contiguous or adjacent properties and is under “"common control"
of the same person (or persons under common control).3® 1In
making major source determinations under the relevant programs,
sources and permitting authorities generally would, first,
determine which pollutant-emitting activities that are located on
one or more contiguous or adjacent properties are under common
control of the same persons (or persons under common control)’
and, second, determine whether the initial "source" may be
disaggregated into two or more "sources" based on appropriate
industrial groupings and support facility relationships.

ITI. Guidance for Militarvy Installations

A. Common Control Determinations

1. Activities Under the Control of Differené Militarvy
Services, Defense Agencies, or the National Guard

Applicability:

3 In addition, for making major source determinations

under NSR and title V, these programs provide that sources can be
aggregated on the basis of industrizl groupings and support
facility relationships, but this approach is not available under
the section 112 air toxics regulations. This topic is addressed
in the next section of this guidance.

¢ The EPA believes that Congress intended the term "located
within a contiguous area," as it is used to define major source
in section 112 and 40 CFR 63.2, to have the same meaning as the
term "located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties,"
as it is used to define major source in 40 CFR 70.2. The
Agency's policy on the meaning of "contiguous or adjacent"
property was addressed in the preamble to the proposed General
Provisions for part 63 (58 FR 42767, August 11, 1993). The
Agency interorets and applies this term the same way under the
air toxics, NSR, and title V programs.

7 This step is sometimes referred to as a “site
determination." It may also be referred to as an initial
"source" determination.




Secition 112, NSR, and title V.

Summary:

Pollutant-emitting activities under the control of the
following entities may be considered under separate control when
making major source determinations at military installations:
the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, the Marine Corps, the Nacional
Guard, and the defense agencies taken collectively (i.e., all the
defense agencies at a military installation would be considered
under common control).

Discussion:

Because "control" of all Executive Branch entities resides
with the Office of the President, a literal approach to
determining common control would result in a finding of common
control among every Federal government entity not in the Judicial
or Congressional branches. To the EPA's knowledge, this has
never been the EPA's practice. Similarly, a literal approach to
determining common control at military installations would result
in a finding of common control among all the DOD components at an
installation. While such an approach has been taken in the past,
the EPA believes it is appropriate to settle on an approach to
common control for the military that is reasonable as the minimum
approach required to implement the relevant Clean 2Air Act
requirements.

There are four separate military services within the DOD:
the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the Marine Corps. The
administrative functions of these services, including management
control over facility operations, are the province of the
separate milicary services. Effectively, there is no “control®
relationship among these services regarding facility operation
below the Secretary of Defense. In addition, there are a number
of defense agencies and defense field activities established by
the Secretary of Defense as necessary to perform a supply or
service activity common to more than one military department.
Overall supervision of each agency or field activity is assigned
to the Office of the Secretary of Defense or to the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

National CGuard units have a dual mission: while Army and
Air National Guard units are reserve components of the U.S. Army
and U.S. Air Force, the National Guard is also the official State
militia of individual States and is under the control of the
State governors unless called to active Federal duty. State
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Guard units support the Federal missions of the Army and Air
Force and use Federal resources to meet these missions; however,
Army and Air Guard commanders report to a State's Adjutant
General, who is appointed by the governor of the State.

When different military services control separate groups of
pollutant-emitting activities at a single military installation,
the Agency believes it is appropriate to consider these
activities not to be under common control when making major
source determinations. In other words, all pollutant-emitting
activities at a military installation under the control of the
Army could be considered under separate control from those
activities “owned or operated" by the Navy, the Air Force, or the
Marine Corps. In addition, activities under the control of the
National Guard may be considered under separate control from
activities under the control of the military services, as can
activities under the control of the defense agencies; however, as
mentioned above, the defense agencies are considered under common
control with each other.

Because the National Guard is controlled by States, the EPA
believes it is appropriate to treat National Guard units located
at military installations as being under separate control from
the military services. Moreover, because the States may vary in
the control relationships between Air and Army National Guard
units, the EPA believes that control determinations for Air and
Army National Guard units that are present together at a military
installation should be made by permitting authorities.

Hereafter, for the purposes of this guidance, the term
"military controlling entities" is used to refer to the
controlling entities at a military installation that are
considered under separate control. Figure 1 includes a complete
list of the military controlling entities that may be considered
under separate control under this guidance. Figure 2 includes a
complete list of the defense agencies that are considered under
common control with each other.

Under this approach, all portions of a military installation
under the control of a military controlling entity are considered
to be under common control regardless of their actual contiguity
at that military installation, i.e., regardless of whether they
share a reasonably continuous border. In other words, at this
stage of the major source determination process, all portions of
an installation that are part of a separate military service, the
National Guard, or one or more defense agencies taken together
are considered the same "“source' on the basis of being located on
the same property or on contiguous or adjacent properties.




N am am G BN G W s
: : \

6

Nevertheless, while separate military controlling entities
may be treated as under separate control, determinations for
military installations should be made only after examining the
specific operations and interactions at those sites.
Consequently, there may be situations in which the air pollution
control agency or the permitting authority determines that it is
appropriate to consider a military installation a single
"source, " notwithstanding the presence of multiple controlling
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MILITARY CONTROLLING ENTITIES THAT MAY
BE CONSIDERED UNDER SEPARATE CONTROL

FIGURE 1:

Air Force

Army

Defense agencies
Marine Corps
National Guard

Navy

FIGURE 2:

DEFENSE AGENCIES THAT ARE

CONSIDERED UNDER COMMON CONTROL

Advanced Research Projects Agency
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization

Central
Defense
Defense
Defense
Defense
Defense
Defense
Defense
Defense
Defense
Defense
Defense
General

Imagery Office

Commissary Agency

Contract Audit Agency
Finance & Accounting Service
Information Systems Agency
Intelligence Agency
Investigative Service

Legal Services Agency
Logistics Agency

Mapping Agency

Security Assistance Agency
Nuclear Agency

Defense Intelligence Program Support Staff

National Security Agency Central Security Service

On-Site

Inspection Agency
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entities at that military installation.® Nothing in this
guidance precliudes such a finding by an agency or permitting

authoricy.

2. Leased and Contract-for-Service Activities

Applicability:
Section 112, NSR, and title V.
Summary:

In general, leased activities are considered under separate
control and any contract-for-service activities’ are considered
under the control of the military controlling entity that
controls the contract.

Discussion:

In determining which activities are under common control, a
variety of factors must be considered including the nature of any
contractual, lease, or other agreements that establish how
facilities located at a military installation interact with one

another. 1In essence, the relevant economic, legal, and
functional relationships between or among facilities must be
examined in making common control determinations. Because of the

great variability that exists in control relationships at

military installations, permitting authorities should make
determinations of common control only after evaluating the
particular operations and interactions at an installation.

In general, the controlling entity!® is the highest
authority that exercises restraining or directing influence over
a source's economic or other relevant, pollutant-emitting

8  Furthermore, because common control criteria are applied

the same way under the section 112, NSR, and title V programs,
common control determinations at a military installation must be
consistent across applicable programs.

® The term "contract-for-service" is used in this guidance

to distinguish this type of operation from leases which are also
contractual arrangements.

' while the controlling entity is usually referred to as
the "owner or operator," this person (or persons) may not be the
literal owner or operator of an activity that he or she is
considered to control.
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activities.!" In considering interactions among facilities, what
must be determined is who has the power of authority to guide,
manage, or regulate the pollutant-emitting activities of those
facilities, including '"the power to make or veto decisions to
implement major emission-control measures"'? or to influence
production levels or compliance with environmental regulations.!?

A determination of common control may be made on the basis
of direct control, such as when collocated activities are "owned
or operated" by the same military controlling entity, or on the
basis of indirect control, such as when the goods or services
provided by a collocated, contract-for-service entity are
integral to or contribute to the output provided by a separately
"owned or operated" activity with which it operates or supports.
To overcome the presumption of common control when more than one
entity is located at a military installation, the permitting
authority may reguire the "owners or operators" tc explain how
their entities interact. In addition, the permitting authority
may find it necessary to look at contracts, lease agreements, and
other relevant information.

a. Leased Activities

In general, leased activities may be considered separate
"'sources" when they are not under the direct or indirect control
of a lessor (e.g., through a contract-for-service arrangement)
and they do not support another activity that is owned or
operated by the lessor. A typical landlord/tenant or
lessor/lessee arrangement exemplifies this situation, e.g., a dry
cleaner in a shopping center.

' It is important to emphasize that legal relationships

are not the sole basis for determining control.

12 gee the memorandum from Edward E. Reich, Director,
Stationary Source Compliance Division, to Diana Dutton, Director,
Enforcement Division, Region VI, dated March 16, 1979, which
established the Agency's operative policy on this matter. The
phrase, "the power to make or veto decisions to implemeni major
emission-control measures," comes from 44 FR 3279, January 16,
1979, the Agencyv's Interpretive Ruling on PSD regulations from
June 19, 1978 (43 FR 26404).

13 gee the letter from William Spratlin, Director, Air,
RCRA, and Toxics Division, EPA Region VII, to State and Local Air
Directors, dated September 18, 1995, in which this concept is
explained further.
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The EPA believes that leased activities at military bases
may be considered under separate control when they do not also
have a contract-for-service relationship to provide goods or
services to a military controlling entity at that militcary
installation. These leased activities generally would be
considered “"tenancs” on military bases.'“'® For example, leased
activities that may be considered under separate control could
include commercial (e.g., “civilian reuse"'!'®) or academic (e.g.,
university) activities, and activities under the control of other
Federal, State, interstate, or local entities, provided that
these activities are not contracted to provide services to a
military controlling entity located at that military
installation.

b. Contract-for-Service Activities

Contracc-for-service activities must be included as part of
the source with which they operate or support.!” Contract-for-
service (or contractor-operated) activities are inherently

¥ Wwhen determining common control at military

installations, & straightforward landlord/tenant type of
relationship may or may not be determined to exist when the
appropriate relationships are examined.

5 The particular control relationships within the military
controlling entity that oversees a contract are not relevant to
the determination of "source" on the basis of common control.
Thus, the typical landlord/tenant relationship should not be
confused with a "military tenant command" relationship, a term
used by the DOD to refer to the responsibilities of military
commanding officers at particular inscallations.

!¢ Civilian reuse" is a term used to describe the use by
nonmilitary entities of property that is part of a military
installation but has been scheduled for closure or realignment
pursuant to the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988 or the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990. This property
may be used by other Federal, State, or local agencies or for
private residential or commercial purposes.

17 GSee the letter from John S. Seitz to Lisa J. Thorvig,
Division Manager, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, dated
November 16, 1994, in which the Agency stated its policy that
"temporary and contractor-operated units [must] be included as
part of the source with which they operate or support" under
titles I and V of the Act.
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different from leased activities and, therefore, it is
appropriate to consider them differently in making source
determinations. Among other considerations, the contracting
entity can control the relevant aspects of the contract
operacor's performance through the terms of the contract (e.g.,
the level of production, the requirement to implement and
maintain emission control measures, the reguirement to comply
with all applicable environmental regulations, etc.). For these
reasons, leased activities or properties that are also
contractor-operated for the benefit of the lessor would be
considered part of the source with which they operate or
support . '?

Examples of contract-for-service activities that are
collocated at military installations and are likely to be under
indirect control of a military controlling entity include missile
rocket motor and munitions plants, food service operations that
feed troops nhoused on the base, aircraft or ship
repair/refinishing operations, and hazardous waste cleanup
operations when these activities are owned or operated by private
companies. Wnen these same activities are owned or operated by a
military controlling entity they would be considered under the
direct control of that entity.

For leased activities that contract only part of their
output (i.e., less than 100 per cent) to a military controlling
entity that is located at that military installation, the
permitting authority should consider on a case-by-case basis
whether the leased/contracted activity is under common control
with that entity. Among the factors that would need to be
considered are: how integral the leased/contracted activity's
output is to the entity's operations; the percentage of the
output that goes to the entity; whether the activity must be on
site to perform its service or produce its product; whether the
activity would remain on site if the entity no longer received
the output; and the terms of the contract between the entity and

18 gee the April 5, 1995 letter from Kenneth Eng, Chief,
Air Compliance Branch, EPA Regional Office II, to Thomas Micai,
Chief, Bureau of Operating Permits, New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection, in which the EPA wrote: "EPA
interprets the term 'common control' of an owner to include an
operator (who is different from an owner) of a source that is
operating under a contractual obligation with the owner and
funded by the owner. An owner and operator having landlord-
tenant or lessor-lessee type of relationship in most cases,
however, is not considered as under common control of the owner.
[emphasis added]
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the activity. For example, the fact that less than 50 percent of
the leased/contracted activity's output is provided to the
military controlling entity could be one factor supporting a
determination that the leased/contracted activity can be
considered under separate control.'

B. Industrial Grouping and Support Facility Determinations
Applicability:

NSR and title V.
Summary:

Pollutant-emitting activities under common control at a
military installation may be disaggregated further based on
aporopriate industrial groupings and the support facility test.

Each primary activity and support activity is assigned the
2-digitc Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Manual code that
best describes it. Each support activity is considered to be

part of the same source as the primary activity that it
supports . 20.21.22

'  The permitting authority may need to consider which

military controlling entity controls the leased/contracted
activity when it provides output to multiple military controlling
entities at that installation.

2  To make an industrial grouping determination, activities
are assigned appropriate SIC codes, and then all those activities
with codes that share the same first 2 digits are aggregated to
form an industrial grouping.

21 The order of determining common control first and SIC
code groupings second is by no means absolute. Where source
grouping by SIC code is available, it may be easier to group
emission units by SIC codes first before determining common
control. This will sometimes eliminate the need to make complex
control determinations where the activities are clearly in a
separate SIC code from and do not support the primary activity.

2 @While the EPA regulations provide for SIC code
groupings, not all State and local permitting regulations do.
Military installations are advised to check with their permitting
authorities regarding the use of SIC codes. 1In addition,
grouping pollutant-emitting activities by SIC code is available




only under NSR programs and parts 70 and 71 and not under part
63.




Discussion:

Historically, all activities at a military installation have
been grouped under SIC Major Group 97, "National Security and
International Affairs" (or, more specifically, within Major Group
97, Industry Number 9711, "National Security"). Upon evaluating
the application of the SIC-code approach to classifying military
installations, the EPA has determined that Major Group 97 is
inappropriate for major source determinations at some military
installations. In these instances, aggregating all pollutant-
emitting activities at a single military installation {(under
common control) under the 97 SIC-code umbrella could result in
the determination that the military installation must be treated
as a single "source" for NSR and title V applicability. While a
single "source" determination confers benefits to the military
installation such as netting opportunities under NSR,? it may
also subject portions of the installation to requirements under
the Act that would not otherwise apply if a comparable source
determination were made as if for & nonmilitary facility.

The EPA believes the following approach is appropriate for
determining how military facilities can be aggregated in making
major source determinations. The approach involves thinking of
military installations as combinations of functionally distinct
groupings of pollutant-emitting activities that may be identified
and distinguished the same way that industrial and commercial
sources are distinguished, that is, on the basis of a "common
sense notion of a plant." Thus, the "industrial groupings" at a
military installation would be assigned aporopriate 2-digit SIC
codes (as if they were nonmilitary facilities) and classified
into "primary" and "support" activities. As is now done for
nonmilitary sources, support activities at military bases would
be aggregated with their associated primary activity regardless
of dissimilar 2-digit SIC codes. Consequently, emissions from
support facilities would be added to the emissions from the
primary activity when determining the major source status of the
"source. "

23

> A single “source" determination also would establish
consistency between the NSR "source! and the section 112
"source."

26 Nevertheless, in some cases it may be appropriate to
classify all stationary sources under common control at a
military installation as a single "source" belonging to the 97
Major Group.
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The EPA is basing this approach on a consideration of the
unicque type and diversity of activities at military installations
and the procedures given in the SIC code manual for assigning
industry codes. An SIC code is assigned based on the primary
activity at a facility, which is determined by the facility's
principal product, group of products, service, or activity. SIC
codes are thus assigned based on what an activity or product is,
rather than on why an activity 1is performed or why a product is
produced. Assigning each activity at a military installation to
Major Group 97, "National Security," even when there are SIC
codes that more appropriately describe an installation's primary
activity(ies), generally has resulted in assigning an SIC code to
these activities based on their purpose instead of their product
or service.

Where no appropriate SIC code exists that correlates to
the distinct functional grouping that may be considered a primary
activity at & military installation (e.g., combat troop
training), the 897 SIC code should be used. In some instances it
will not be necessary to use any other SIC code besides 97 to
characterize the primary and support activities at the base; this
would typically be the case for a base with a single primary
activity and no other collocated ancillary activities (such as
defense contractors).

The 97 SIC code should also be used, when necessary, to
classify any support activity that is associated with the primary
activity when a more appropriate SIC code does not exist to
describe the support activity. (The need for this should be less
common.) When other distinct major industrial groupings exist on
the base that are not support functions for the primary activity
of the base, these groupings would be described by other 2-digit
SIC codes, if available, or 97. The determination of what
constitutes a support facility would be made consistent with
existing guidance, focusing on the concepts of 'conveyl[ingl,
stor{ing], or otherwise assist([ing] in the production of the
principal product" or equivalent concepts as they would be
relevant to one of the primary activities at the installation.?
In situations where an activity (e.g., an airport) supports two
or more primary activities under same-entity control (e.g.,
missile testing/evaluation and pilot training), the support
activity generally would be aggregated with the primary activity
to which its output is mostly dedicated. In other words, a
support facility usually would be aggregated with the primary
activity to which it contributes 50 per cent or more of its

3> gee the final PSD regulations promulgated on August 7,

1880, 45 FR 52695.
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output.?® If the activity does not support any single other
activity with at least 50 percent of its "product" or "service, "
then it may be appropriate for the permitting authority to
determine that the activity should be considered a separate
source instead of a support facility.?

Some examples of primary activities at military
installations include combat troop training, munitions
manufacturing, depot storage and distribution, ship repair, and
aircraft repair. While many primary activities at military
installations (as well as their support facilities such as public
works centers) can be associated with 2-digit SIC codes other
than 97, the actual classification of these activities and the
associated source determinations for a particular base must be
made on a case-by-case basis after analyzing the specific
operations of that base.

Under this approach, distinct operations under the direct or
indirect control of a military controlling entity may be
considered separate sources -- if they do not support a primary
activity of the base at which they are located. For example, a
military contractor that is engaged in manufacturing or another
activity broadly related to national defense or security but not
related to the specific primary activities at the base usually
would be considered a separate source. In contrast, a military
contractor performing a recurring activity that is integrally

¢  However, while the 50 per cent support test is the

presumptive test for these programs, it may not be the most
appropriate test in certain situations. Support facility
relationships should always be established in light of the
particular circumstances of the sources being evaluated.

- 2" In the August 31, 1995 Federal Register notice proposing
changes to part 70, the EPA clarified that research and
development activities may be considered separately, and usually
need not be aggregated with collocated activities, for purposes
of determining whether a major source is present for section 112,
NSR, and title V. See 60 FR 45556. Research and development
activities that qualify for this separate treatment are proposed
to be defined in part as "activities conducted at a research or
laboratory facility that is operated under the close supervision
of technically trained personnel the primary purpose of which is
to conduct research and development into new processes and
products and that is not engaged in the manufacture of products

for sale or exchange for commercial profit." See proposed
revision to §70.2, "Research and Development Activities," 60 FR
45565.
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related to the installation's operations would be considered part
of the same source as its associated primary activity, e.g.,
contracted vehicle maintenance would be considered a support
service if it is associated with a primary activity on the base
such as combat troop training.

Military installations include numerous activities that are
not normaliy found at other types of sources. These types of
activities include residential housing, schools, day care
centers, churches, recreational parks, theaters, shopping
centers, dgrocery stores, gas stations, and dry cleaners. These
activities are located on military installations for the
convenience of military personnel (both active duty and retired),
their dependents, and DOD civilian employees working on the base,
and they often do not represent essential activities related to
the primary military activity(ies) of the base. Therefore, the
EPA2 believes these types of activities may appropriately be
considered not to be support facilities to the primary military
activities of a base.?® BAs such, these activities may be treated
as separate sources for all purposes for which an industrial
grouping distinction is allowed. Such activities should be
separately evaluated for common control, SIC code, and support
facility linkages to determine if a major source is present.
This approach is limited to activities that are provided solely
as amenities for active duty and retired personnel, their
dependents, and DOD civilian employees on an individual
transaction, pay-for-service basis; in lieu of a housing
allowance; for religious or recreational purposes; or for the
education or care of dependent children.

Emissions sources that support these amenities (e.g.,
beilers and wastewater treatment facilities) would be grouped
with the amenities that receive the majority of their products or
services. The resulting "sources® would be evaluated 1like all
sources to determine if major sources are present. For example,
a boiler supporting an elementary school at the military
instalilation would be grouped with the elementary school and not
with other boilers.

28 There are instances where these types of activities do

function as support facilities to the primary military activities
at a military installation and, therefore, in these instances,
they should be grouped with the primary military activities that
they support. For example, food services that support barracks
at basic training camps would be grouped with other “primary"
emissions units at the camps.



19

in contrast to the approach just described, when aggregating
HAP to determine major source status under 40 CFR part 63,
stationary sources (or groups of stationary sources) must be
aggregated without regard to major industrial grouping or support
facility classifications. In other words, in determining a major
source for HAP, the emissions from all pollutant-emitting
activities at that stationary source (or group of stationary
sources) on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties under
common control must be aggregated; this is commonly referred to
as a "fenceline to fenceline" determination.?®

C. Title V Permitting
Applicability:

Title V.
Summary:

After determining that stationary sources at a military
installation are subject to title V permitiing, permitting
authorities have discretion to issue more than one title V permit
to each major source at the installation, so long as the
collection of permits assures that all applicable regquirements
would be met that otherwise would be recguired under a single
permit for each major source.

Discussion:

The following discussion applies after the process of
determining applicability has been completed (as previously
described in this document) and it has been determined that one
or more major sources at a military installation are subject to
title V permitting.

29 As currently promulgated, part 70 allows for the

grouping of HAP sources by SIC code and many EPA-approved State
and local title V permitting programs provide for this grouping.
While the EPA has proposed to revise the part 70 definition of
major source for HAP to make it consistent with the definition of
major source in part 63, until permitting authorities revise
their title V programs to conform to the revised part 70
regulations, HAP sources may be grouped by SIC codes to the
extent allowed by the applicable State or local permitting
program for the purposes of determining title V applicability.
For the purposes of determining the applicability of section 112
reguirements to sources of HAP, sources and permitiing
authorities must use the part 63 definition of major source.
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At the discretion of the permitting authority, more than one
title V permit may be issued to each major source at a military
installation. All stationary sources that are subject to title V
permitting within a major source must be covered by one of these
permits, and the major source must not be divided in a way that
is incongruous with its applicable reguirements. In other words,
the major source may not be divided in a way that changes how it
would be subject to or comply with applicable reguirements
compared with what would otherwise occur if the major source were
issued a single title V permit.

Permitting authorities may accept multiple permit
applications from each major source, provided that each permit
application is certified by a responsible official who is
selected in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 70.2 or
71.2.

All individual permit applications are due by the deadline
established by the permitting authority. Absent a specific
scheduling agreement between the controlling entity and the
permitting authority, the review periods for both permit
application completeness and final action given in the approved
State or local part 70 program (pursuant to 40 CFR 70.4(b) (6)),
or in 40 CFR 71.5(a)(2) and 71i.7(a)(2), do not commence until
that deadline has expired.

Finally, the EPA recommends that any military controlling
entity that wishes to obtain multiple title V permits for a major
source under its control meet with its permitting authority in
advance of permit application submission deadlines to discuss how
the major source may be divided to receive separate title V
permits. This discussion should address controlling entity and
responsible official identification for each application and
permit, the application submission schedule, and other relevant
topics.







November 27, 1996

Jennifer B. Schlosstein
Simpson Paper Company

1201 Third Avenue, Suite 4900
Seattle, WA 98101-3045

Dear Ms. Schlosstein:

This letter is in response to your letter of July 2, 1996, sent to Michael Kussow, APCO of
Shasta County Air Quality Management District (AQMD). In it you requested that Shasta
AQMD make a formal determination on the question of whether Specialty Minerals Inc. (SMI)
must be included in the Simpson Paper Company Shasta Mill (Mill) application for a title V
operating permit as a "support facility." You sent us a copy of this letter, requesting that EPA
address the issue as well. We then requested a copy of the contractual documentation between
the Mill and SMI, which you provided us in late August.

After review of your July letter, with its accompanying memorandum from your counsel,
our office, in consultation with Shasta AQMD, has decided that SMI should be considered as
part of the same source as the Mill when applying for a title V permit. The factors on which we
based our decision are as follows:

D Part 70 defines a major source as "any stationary source, or any group of stationary
sources that are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under common
control of the same person (or persons under common control), belonging to a single major
industrial grouping [Standard Industrial Classification code]..." SM1 is clearly on adjacent
property, which it leases from the Mill. And, although the Mill and SMI facilities have different
SIC codes, the Preamble of the 1980 Prevention of Significant Detenoration (PSD) rule discusses
the situation of a support facility being included with another facility as one source classification:

Each source is to be classified according to its primary activity, which is determined by
its principal product... Thus, one source classification encompasses both primary and
support facilities, even when the latter includes units with a different two-digit SIC code.
Support facilities are typically those which convey, store or otherwise assist in the
production of the principal product. (45 ~FR 52695, August 7, 1980) (emphasis added)

Both the Mill and SMI are involved in the same primary activity, which is the process of
paper production. Therefore, in order to determine whether the two facilities are one major
source, the only factor left to consider is whether there is a compelling enough argument that
common control exists between the two facilities.

2) EPA has no regulatory definition of “common control," so the Agency has relied on the




common definition. Webster's Dictionary defines control as "to exercise restraining or directing
influence over," "to have power over," "power of authority to guide or manage,"” orif it
"[regulates] economic acuivity." (letter from W. Spratlin, Director of Air, RCRA, and Toxics
Division, EPA Region VT, to State and Local Air Directors, September 18, 1995)

”"on

Historically, the criteria for making common control determinations has been to examine
the relevant economic, legal, and functional relationships berween or among facilities on a case-
by-case basis. In looking at the contractual relationship between the Mill and SMI, it is clear that
the Mill is able to influence production levels of the product precipitate calcium carbonate (PCC)
at SMI, although it does not have the power to make or veto decisions regarding pollution
control.

3)  Guidance from EPA Region VII on the question of control and co-located facilities states
that:

Typically, companies don't just locate on another's property and do whatever they want.
Such relationships are usually governed by contractual, lease, or other agreements that
establish how the facilities interact with each other. Therefore, we presume that one
company locating on another's land establishes a "control" relationship. (letter from W.
Spratlin, Director of Air, RCRA, and Toxics Division, EPA Region VII, to State and
Local Air Directors, September 18, 1995)

For facilities that wish to contest this presumption, the Region VIl letter provides a list of
"screening" questions to establish whether control exists between the two facilities. Your
counsel referred to this letter in their memo, and we have found several of the questions can be
answered positively in the case of the Mill and SMI:

- Does one operation support the operation of the other? Yes, SMI currently supports the
Mill's production of paper by providing 100% of its output of PCC to the Mill for use in
paper production.

- What are the financial arrangements between the two entities? Mutually beneficial.

- Do the facilities share equipment,_other property, or pollution control equipment? Yes,
SMI rents land from the Mill for a nominal sum. In addition, they share the Mill's
effluent treatment system, and the Mill has leasehold interest in lines. valves and
connections on the property, and must maintain them.

- What are the contractual arrangements for providing goods and services? The Mill has
the authority under the contract to require that ~SMI increase production of PCC.

- Do the facilities share intermediates, products, byproducts, or other manufacturing
equipment? Yes, the Mill provides CO, to SMI for use in producing PCC.

Not all of the questions in Region VII's letter can be answered affirmatively in this case,




but the guidance states that the list serves as a "screening tool,” and that "if the facilities
responded in the positive 1o one or more of the major indicators of control... then the new
company is likely under the control of the existing source, or under common control by both
companies, and cannot be considered a separate entity for permitting purposes.”

4) Would an entity be located at that site “but for” the presence of another or the other
entity? This is a test that has been used in making NSR determinations. [t asks whether a facility
such as SMI, that uses CO, from the Mill, sells 100% of the resulting product back to the Mill,
and has advantageous economic benefits regarding rental and equipment and maintenance costs,
would realistically remain at that location should the Mill close permanently. We understand that
there was a period of one year when the Mill did close temporanly and SMI continued operating,
but the Agency maintains that this would not make economic sense if the closure was final. We
therefore conclude that SMI would probably not be located at this particular site "but for" the
existence of the Mill.

5) Contract-for-Service Relationship: An EPA policy guidance letter on the treatment of
temporary and contracted operations at stationary sources states that "temporary and contractor-
operated units be included as part of the source with which they operate or support. A recent
informal survey of the EPA Regional Offices confirmed that States are including these operations
in defining major sources." (letter from John Seitz, Chief of the Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, November 16, 1994)

[n addition, the recent EPA guidance on major source determination for the Department
of Defense (DOD) clarifies that "a determination of common control may be made on the basis
of.... indirect control, such as when the goods or services provided by a co-located, contract-for-
service entity are integral to or contribute to the output provided by a separately 'owned or
operated' activity with which it operates or supports." (DOD major source guidance, August 2,
1996, page 8)

This approach is supported by case examples such as the auto industry in Michigan,
where a co-located facility is considered to support the main source, and as such is included with
the source for purposes of title V.

6) Finally, the Agency has a responsibility to maintain national consistency in its
applicability determination. In this particular case, we have found an important precedent that
involves Champion International Corporation (CIC) paper mill and Pfizer Specialty Minerals
(PSM) in Michigan. The two facilities have essentially an identical relationship to the one
between the Mill and SMI in California, in that PSM uses CO, from the CIC mill to make PCC,
and sells the PCC back to the mill.

When the PSM facility applied to build the PCC plant in Michigan, EPA Region V made
a determination not to exempt PSM from PSD review, and stated that "where a satellite plant
locating on a host source's property provided an essential service solely for the host benefit... the
two plants were determined to be a single source for PSD applicability purposes.” (letter to
Michigan Air Pollution Control Commission, from Stephen Rothblatt, EPA Region V| August,




1990) Historically, the two facilities have operated under one permit issued jointly (Permit #24-
90). Two months ago, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality made a determination
that the PSM facility must be included with the CIC mill for title V purposes. As Pfizer owns the
Specialty Mineral facilities in both California and Michigan, it is particularly important in this
case for EPA to be consistent in making its applicability determination.

In conclusion, we have weighed the evidence and found the balance clearly tips towards a
same source determination due to common sense, Agency guidance, and historical precedent, as
outlined above. We have consulted with Shasta AQMD on this decision, and they are in
agreement. There is no need for Simpson and SMI to certify or assure compliance over each
otherin a title V permit. EPA recommends that even though they are considered one source,
each facility apply for a separate title V permit, each with its own responsible official, under the
title V application process.

I hope this has clarified the situation from EPA's perspective. If you have any further
questions, please contact Sara Bartholomew of my staff, at (415) 744-1250, or myself at (415)
744-1254.

Sincerely,

Matt Haber, Chief
Permits Office

cC: Michael Kussow, Air Pollution Control Officer, Shasta AQMD
Michele Dubow, U.S. EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
Stephen Rothblatt, Chief of the Air Programs Branch, EPA Region V
Brian Brady, Michigan Department of Environmental Quality

Enclosures:

- Lertter from W. Spradin, Director of Air, RCRA, and Toxics Division, EPA Region VII, to
State and Local Air Directors, September 18, 1995

- Letter from John Seitz, Chief of the Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards to the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, November 16, 1994

- Department of Defense major source guidance, August 2, 1996

- Letter to Michigan Air Pollution Control Commission, from Stephen Rothblatt, EPA Region
V, August, 1990







TECHNICAL REVIEW DOCUMENT
for
OPERATING PERMIT 960PWE154
to be issued to:

Public Service Company - Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines
Weid County
Source ID 1230014

Prepared on October 3, 1996
Revised November 19, 1996, January 16, 1997 and March 26, 1997
Jacqueline Joyce, Review Engineer

Purpose:

This document will establish the basis for decisions made regarding the Applicable
Requirements, Emission Factors, Monitoring Plan and Compliance Status of Emission
Units covered within the Operating Permit proposed for this site. It is designed for
reference duringreview of the proposed-permit by the-EPA and-during Public Comment.
The conclusions made in this report are based on information’ provided in the original
application submittal of February 23, 1996, comments on the Technical Review
Document and draft Operating Permit submitted January 14, 1997, a March 25, 1997
meeting and telephone conversations with the source.

Source Description:

This source is classified as an electric services facility under Standard Industrial
Classification 4911. This facility is an unmanned electric power generatjng-station-tha
consists of 2 simple cycle combustion turbines that can generate up to
of power. Fuel used in the turbines is either natural gas, Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil, or
combination. This facility is located east (approx. 2 miles) of Ft. Lupton in Weld County.
Ft. Lupton is a community with a population of approximately 5,200 people. This facility
is located in an attainment area for all criteria pollutants and there are no affected states
within 50 miles. Rocky Mountain National Park, a Federal Class | designated area, is
within 100 km of this facility. With respect to Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) requirements, this facility is considered a major source but has not triggered PSD
review, with emissions as follows:

Potential to Emit (tpy) Potential to Emit (tpy) Actuals (tpy)
Pollutant (100% Natural Gas) (100% #s 1 and/or 2 Fuel Qi) (Combination)
PM 244 350 49
PM,q 244 350 49
SO, 54 2,902 27
NO, 2,554 4,012 51.8
vOC 140 98 2.7
cO 638 276 12.2




The potential to emit is based on information supplied in the Title V application for
regulated units. Actual emissions are based on the Air Pollution Emission Notices
(APEN) submitted on February 23, 1996 with the Title V permit application. The source
indicated that 112(r) Accidental Release Requirements are not applicable at this facility.
These simple cycle combustion turbines are simple combustion turbines that
commenced operation before November 15,.1990 and are therefore not affected units
subject to the Acid Rain Program (§72.6(b)(1)).

Emission Sources:

The following sources are specifically regulated under terms and conditions of the
Operating Permit for this Site:

Units T001 and T002: General Electric, Simple Cycle Combustion Turbines, rated
at 662 mmBtu/hr, Models MS7000B and MS7000C, Serial Nos. 217708 and 217709.
Fired with Natural Gas, Nos. 1 and/or 2 Fue! Qil or Combination.

1. Appticable Requirements - These-units:-were issued (April 1974) construction
permit C-10,405 to modify the turbines for burning'No. 2 fuel oil. Upon inspection of the
modified units a “permit to operate” was issued. The “permit to operate”, P-10,779
included requirements for opacity (20%), particulates (0.1 Ib/mmBtu), and SO, (500
ppm). The “permit to operate” was issued under Regulation 3 (as adopted December 9,
1971 and effective February 1, 1972) which required that “permits to operate” be
renewed every 2 years. This permit, P-10,779 was issued 3/19/75 and had an
expiration date of April 1, 1977.

Although this permit has an expiration date the terms of the permit are still in effect per
§25-7-114.(k) C.R.S which states that “any permit issued prior to June 20, 1979, with
respect to a project or the operation thereof shall continue in full force and effect ..."

As specified in permit P-10,779, the applicable requirements that apply to these units
are:

. 20% Opacity limit
. 0.1 Ibs/mmBtu Particulates
. 500 ppm SO,

This source also has these additianal specific applicable requirements:
. 30% Opacity limit during fire-building, cleaning of fire boxes, soot

blowing, start-up, process modifications or adjustment of control
equipment, when burning Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil (Regulation 1, Section

I.LA.4)
. 0.8 Ibs/mmBtu SO, limit (Regulation 1, Section VI.A.3.c.(ii))
. APEN reporting (Regulation 3, Part A Section Il)

Since the source has two applicable requirements regarding SO, limits, in the interest in
streamlining the draft Operating Permit the Division will only include the Regulation 1




SO, requirement of 0.8 Ibs/mmBtu as this is the more conservative requirement.

2. Emission Factors - Emissions from simple cycle combustion turbines are
dependent on the fuels being burned. Typicaily natural gas and Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil
are the primary fuels used. The pollutants of concern are Particulate Matter (PM and
PM,,), Nitrogen Oxides (NO,), Sulfur Dioxide (SO,), Carbon Monoxide (CO) and Volatile
Organic Compounds (VOC). Approval of emission factors for these units is necessary
to the extent that acceptably accurate actual emissions are required to verify the need to
submit revised APENSs to update the Division's Emission Inventory and for annual fee
purposes. The source proposed to use emission factors from EPA’s Compilation of
Emission Factors (AP-42) dated January 1995, Section 3.1, Table 3.1-2. The emission
factors are as follows: *

Emission Factor Emission Factor
Pollutant (Natural Gas) (Nos. 1 and/or 2 Fuel Oil)
PM 0.042 Ibs/mmBtu 0.061 Ibs/mmBtu
PM,, 0.042 Ibs/mmBtu 0.061 Ibs/mmBtu
SO, 0.94S Ibs/mmBtu 1.01S Ibs/mmBtu
NO, 0.440 Ibs/mmBtu 0.698 Ibs/mmBtu-
CcO 0.110 Ibs/mmBtu 0.048 ibs/mmBtu
vOC 0.024 Ibs/mmBtu 0.017 Ibs/mmBtu

The “S” identified in the emission factor for SO, emissions indicates weight percent
sulfur in the fuel.

3. Monitoring Plan - Conditions 1.1 through 1.5 identify the monitoring requirements
proposed to demonstrate compliance with permit conditions when the turbines are
buming natural gas. The source indicated that burning of pipeline quality natural gas
was sufficient for demonstrating compliance with both the opacity and particulate
requirements and the Division agrees. Although the emission factor for SO, emissions
is dependent on the sulfur content of the fuel, the Division does not believe that the
sulfur content of natural gas varies excessively nor is it expected that the sulfur content
of the natural gas will exceed 1%, therefore the emission factor for SO, will always be
less than the Regulation 1 SO, requirement. For this reason, the Division believes that
buming of pipeline quality natural gas is sufficient to demonstrate compliance with the
SO, requirement.

Conditions 2.1 through 2.6 identify the monitoring requirements proposed to
demonstrate compliance with permit conditions when the turbines are burning Nos. 1
and/or 2 fuel oil. The source indicated that burning of Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil was
sufficient for demonstrating compliance with all applicable requirements. However, the
Division believes that fuel sampling and EPA method 9 readings will be required to
demonstrate compliance with the SO, and opacity requirements.

Conditions 3.1 through 3.6 identify the monitoring requirements proposed to
demonstrate compliance with permit conditions when the turbines are burning a
combination of natural gas and Nos. 1 and/or 2 fue! oil. When burning a combination of
fuels the source must essentially demonstrate compliance per the monitoring plan




identified for burning solely Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil.

Foliowing the Public Comment period for this Permit, the source and the Division met
regarding recordkeeping issues identified by the source. The Ft. Lupton facility is an
unmanned facility that is fenced and locked. The turbines are used during peak periods
to generate electricity and are started up remotely. Therefore, the Division is allowing
this facility to maintain records at Valmont Station, a coal-fired power plant operated by

- the source and located at 1800 N. 63rd Street in.Boulder. Records regarding alternative

operating scenarios (Colorado Regulation 3, Part A, Section IV.A.1) are to be available
to the Division upon request. Records of required monitoring and support information
for the most recent twelve (12) month period and compliance certifications-for the last
five (5) years are to be made available to the Division upon request. All other records of
required monitoring and support data shall be made available to the Division within 48
hours. Electronic records, as well as hard copies are acceptable to meet the
recordkeeping and reporting requirements.

4. Compliance Status - Revised APENs were submitted with the Title VV application.
The source has demonstrated compliance with particulate and SO, limits identified in
permit-P10,779. The Division has determined-that use of pipeline quality natural gas is
sufficient to demonstrate compliance with opacity requirements. Past history has shown
the opacity requirement has been met when No. 2 fuel oil was used. This unitis
currently in compliance with all applicable requirements.

Insiéniﬁcant Activities

General categories of insignificant activities include: landscaping and housekeeping

- devices (s 10 hp), storage tanks less than 40,000 gal (lube oil, crude oil, andlor

condensate), storage tanks with annual throughput less than 400,000 gal (Nos. 1 and/or
2 fuel oil), fuel buming equipment (< 10 mmBtu/hr) for heat, and sources with emissions
less than APEN de minimis. Specific insignificant activities identified in the Title V
application are as follows:

Units with emissions less than APéN de mipimis (Reg 3 Part C.IL.E.3.3)

Natural gas venting and equipment leaks (VOC emissions < 1 ton/yr)

Use of cleaners and solvents in equipment maintenance (VOC emissions < 1 ton/yr)
Fugitive emissions from roads (PM emissions < 1 ton/yr)

Fuel burning equipment less than 10 mmBtu/hr - for heating (Req 3 Part C.I11.E.3.9qq)

. Office space heater

Storage tanks with annual throughput less than 400,000 qal (Reg 3 Part C.I1I.E . 3.fff)

Emergency fuel oil spill/overfill tank (10,000 gal underground)
Fuel oil unloading tank (20,000 gal underground)

Fuel oil storage tank (2,800,000 gal aboveground)

Fuel oil storage tank (2,800,000 gal aboveground)
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Not an emission source and/or nat a source of requlated/reportable emissions

Two (2) condensate storage tanks (280 gal underground)
Water tank (approx. 20,000 gal aboveground)
Turbine lube oil vents

Alternate Operating Scenario

The primary fuel used in the turbines is natural gas. However, the source requested
that they be permitted to use either natural gas, Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil, or combination.
The Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil are typically only used as back-up to natural gas and there
may be occasions when natural gas and Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil are used in
combination.

Permit Shield

The source identified and justified a short list of nonapplicable requirements that they
wish to be specifically shielded from. The nonapplicable requirements that the source
will be shielded from are as follows:

A. Colorado Regulation 7 (except for Section V, Paragraphs VI.B.1 and 2, and
Subsection VII.C) - The permit application states that these requirements are not
applicable to the facility as the facility is not located in an ozone nonattainment area.
Regulation 7 only applies to sources located in ozone nonattainment areas or in the
Denver Metro Attainment Maintenance Area with the exception of Section V,
Paragraphs VI.B.1 and 2, and Subsection VIii.C which are applicable statewide. The
permit shield was granted based on the source's justification.

B. Colorado Regulation 7, Subsection V.B - The source's justification in the permit
application did not cover this subsection, however, this requirement is not applicable as
the source does not store or dispense gasoline.

C. Colorado Regulation 7, Paragraphs VI.B.1 and 2 - The source’s justification in the
permit application did not cover these paragraphs, however, this requirement is not
applicable as the source stores Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil and is exempt (per VI.B.1.a.(ii))
from these requirements.

D. Colorado Regulation 7, Subsection Vil.C - The source's justification in the permit
application did not cover this subsection, however, this requirement is not applicable as
the source does not store crude oil.

E. 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart GG (as adopted by reference in Colorado Regulation 6) -
The permit application states that NSPS GG is not applicable as the turbines have not
been modified after October 3, 1977. The permit shield was granted based on the
source’s justification.

F. Prevention of Significant Deterioration requirements 40 CFR 52.21 (Colorado
Regulation 3, Part B, Section 1V.D.3) - The permit application states that this
requirement does not apply as no modifications have occurred to the facility after August




7, 1977. This source is considered to be a major source in an attainment area (Potential
to Emit > 250 tons/year) and is considered major for purposes of Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. Modifications up to this point in time have
not triggered significance levels which would bring about PSD review. Future
madifications to this facility which are in excess of significance levels as defined in
Colorado Regulation No. 3, Part A, Section |.B.58 wili result in the application of the
PSD review requirements. The permit shield was granted based on the source’s
justification and certification of the responsible official.







July 15, 1997

Robert Hodanbosi, Chief

Division of Air Pollution Control

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
1600 WaterMark Drive

Columbus, Ohio 43215-1034

Dear Mr. Hodanbosi:

The purpose of this letter is to advise your agency on how three facilities in Cleveland,
Ohio--LTV Steel, Stein, Inc., and Allega, Inc.—should be classified under the Title V operating
permit program. LTV Steel produces slag as a by-product of its steel production. The LTV
facility sells its basic oxygen furnace (BOF) slag to Stein, and its blast furnace slag to Allega.
Stein and Allega process the slag into aggregates to sell to other companies. The issue presented
is whether these three facilities should be considered as separate Title V sources or as one Title V
source. Our analysis indicates that they should be considered a single source.

The prevention of significant deterioration regulations in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(5) and (6) and the Title
V operating permit regulations in 40 CFR 70.2 define a stationary source as any building,
structure, facility, or installation whose pollutant-emitting activities belong to the same industrial
grouping, are located on contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under the control of the

same person or entity (or entities under common control). According to the March 16, 1979,
USEPA memorandum from the Division of Stationary Source Enforcement director titled
“Definition of a Source,” determinations of what entities are under common control with the
applicant are to be made on a fact- specific case-by-case basis. A number of factors could decide

common control status.

USEPA is guided by the definition of control used by the Securities Exchange Commission
(SEC). For SEC purposes, control means, "[T]he possession, direct or indirect, of the power to
direct or cause the direction of the management and policies of a person (or organization or
association) whether through the ownership of shares, contract, or otherwise." See 17 CFR
210.1-02(g) (1996). If two sources are under different ownership, but one company has some
decision-making ability in the second facility through a contractual agreement or a voting interest,
the sources can be considered under common control.

Adjacent sources under different, independent ownership, may be considered under common
control due to the nature of their operations. It is our understanding that, by contract: LTV Steel
provides 100 percent of its slag product to the Stein and Allega facilities; the Stein and Allega
facilities receive all of their slag product from the LTV Steel facility; and Stein and Allega are
required by contract to accept 100% of LTV's BOF slag and blast furnace slag, respectively.
Accordingly, but for the existence of the LTV Steel facility, there would be no slag processing

plants at this location.

Although the three facilities may be independently owned and operated (and the companies
operating them may run facilities elsewhere in the nation that do not interact with each other), the




operations of the Stein and Allega facilities at this particular location appear to be entirely
dependent upon agreements or contracts with the LTV Steel facility. Thus the functions of the
Stein and Allega facilities at this location are subject to control by LTV Steel through contract, as
LTV would have power to cause the direction of the management decisions and policies of the
Stein and Allega facilities. Therefore, for Title V purposes, LTV Steel, Stein, and Allega here are
considered under common control.

USEPA's position is reflected in Engineering Guide # 58, a policy statement issued by the Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA). This Engineering Guide serves to clanfy the definition
of "facility" for new source review and Title V permitting. It states that two independently owned
facilities may be under common control if there is a financial interest between them. The examples
provided therein illustrate that if the two facilities are co-located and have the same 2-digit SIC
code, and if the primary function of one facility is to support the production of the other facility's
principal product, then the two facilities should be considered as one source for permitting.

The other factors important in determining whether facilities should be aggregated as a single
source are clearly satisfied. LTV Steel, Stein, and Allega have the same 2-digit SIC code, so they
belong to the same industrial grouping. Stein and Allega operate on property owned and leased by
LTV Steel. The three facilities are located on contiguous property. Since the three factors are
satisfied, it is USEPA's position that LTV Steel, Stein, and Allega should be aggregated together
as a single source for Title V permitting.

Another independent rationale for aggregating Stein and Allega with LTV Steel as a single major
source is because Stein and Allega are "support facilities" for LTV. As indicated in the August 7,
1980, Federal Register (45 FR 52695), "one source classification encompasses both primary and
support facilities, even when the latter includes units with a different two-digit SIC code. Support
facilities are typically those which convey, store, or otherwise assist in the production of the
principal product.” Stein and Allega are the sole recipients of LTV Steel's slag. Since the removal
of slag is essential to LTV Steel's lawful production process, Stein andAllega assist in the
production of LTV Steel. Therefore, they are support facilities and together constitute a single

source.

While the three facilities are to be considered the same source for Title V applicability, individual
Title V permits may be issued to them separately, or to different responsible parties. I hope this
information is useful. We will consider any further information submitted by OEPA with regard to
the issues presented in this matter. If you have any questions, please call Kaushal Gupta, of my

staff, at (312) 886-6803.

Sincerely yours,
s/ |

Cheryl L. Newton, Chief |
Permits and Grants Section f
|

cc: Jeanne Mallet, OEPA
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Primary SIC: 4911
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Name: Charles H. Fuller Name:  Olon Plunk.
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Commodity Services
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SECTION I - General Activities and Summary
Permitted Activities

This facility is an unmanned electric power generating station that consists of two (2) simple cycle
combustion turbines nameplate rated at 100 megawatts of power on a gross basis. These turbines
are fueled by natural gas, Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil or combination.

The facility is located approximately 2 miles east of Ft. Lupton, a community of approximately
5,200 people, in Weld county. The area in which the plant operates is designated as attainment
for all criteria pollutants.

There are no affected states within 50 miles of the plant. Rocky Mountain National Park, a
Federal Class | designated area, is within 100 kilometers of the plant.

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee is allowed to
discharge air pollutants from this facility in accordance with the requirements, limitations, and
conditions of this permit.

This Operating Permit replaces the following State of Colorado Construction Permits: P-10,779.

All conditions in this permit are enforceable by US Environmental Protection Agency, Colorado
Air Pollution Control Division (hereinafter Division) and its agents, and citizens unless otherwise
specified. All information gathered pursuant to the requirements of this permit is subject to the
Recordkeeping and Reporting requirements listed under Condition 21 of the General Conditions
in Section IV of this permit, unless otherwise specified. State-only enforceable conditions
are:  Permit Condition Number(s): Section IV - Conditions 13 and 17

Alternative Operating Scenarios

The permittee shall be allowed to make the following changes to its method of operation without
applying for a revision of this permit (Regulation 3, Part A, Section [V A).

.1.1. The facility may burn natural gas as specified under Section II, conditions 1.1 - 1.5.

1.2. The facility may burn Nos. | and/or 2 fuel oil as specified under Section I1, conditions 2.1
-2.6.

.1.3. The facility may burn a combination of natural gas and Nos. | and/or 2 fuel oil as specified

(384 S8
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Operating Permit Number: 960OPWEI 54 Issued: May 20, 1997
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Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit

Public Service Company
Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines

Permit # 96OPWE154 Page 2
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under Section 1, conditions 3.1 - 3.6.

The facility must, contemporaneously with making a change from one operating scenario to
another, maintain records at Valmont Station of the scenario under which it is operating. These
records must be made available to the Division upon request. Either electronic or hard copy
records are acceptable.

Prevention of Significant. Deterioration

This facility is a major stationary source (potential to emit of any criteria pollutant > 250 tpy) for
the purposes of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements (Colorado Regulation
3, Part B, Section 1V.D.3). Modifications up to this point in time have not triggered signifiance
levels which would bring about PSD review. Future modifications to this facility which are in
excess of significance levels as defined in Colorado Regulation 3. Part A, Section [.B.58 will
result in the application of the PSD review requirements.

There are no other Operating Permits associated with this facility for purposes of determining
applicability of Prevention of Significant Deterioration regulations.

Accidental Release Prevention Program (112(r))

This facility is not subject to the provisions of the Accidental Release Prevention Program
(Section 112(r) of the Federal Clean Air Act).

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE154 Issued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1997



Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit
Permit # 960PWE 154

Public Service Company
Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines

Page 3

Summary of Emission Units

5.1 The emissions units regulated by this permit are the following:

Emission | AIRS Facility
Unit Stack Identifier
Number Number

Description

Pollution
Control Device

TOOI 001 TOOI General Electric Combustion Turbine, Model Uncontrolled
MS7000B, Serial No. 217708, rated at 662 mmBtu/hr.
Fueled by Natural Gas, Nos. 1 and/or 2 Fuel Oil, or
Combination.

T002 002 T002 General Electric Combustion Turbine, Model Uncontrolled

MS7000C, Serial No. 217709, rated at 662 mmBtu/hr.

Fueled by Natural Gas, Nos. 1 and/or 2 Fuel Oil, or
Combination.

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE1 54

Issued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1997




Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit

Public Service Company
Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines

Permit # 960PWE 154 Page 4
SECTION II - Specific Permit Terms
1. T001 & T002 - General Electric Combustion Turbines - Natural Gas Fired.
Parameter Permit Limitations Compliance Emission Monitoring
Condition Factor'
Number Short Term  Long Method Interval
Term
Emissions 1.1 N/A N/A PM 0.042 Ibs/mmBtu | Caiculation | Annually
Caiculation PM,, 0.042 lbs/mmBtu
SO, 0.94S Ibs/mmBtu
NO, 0.440 lbs/mmBtu
VOC 0.024 [bs/mmBtu
CO 0.110 lbs/mmBtu
Fuel Usage 1.2. N/A N/A N/A Record- Annually
keeping
Particulates 1.3. 0.1 Ibs/mmBtu N/A Fuel Annually
Restriction
SO, 1.4. 0.8 Ibs/mmBtu N/A Fuel Annually
Restriction
Opacity 1.5. Less than or equal to 20% N/A Fuel Annually
Restriction

'S = weight percent sulfur in the fuel.

I.1.  The emission factors listed above have been approved by the Division and shall be used to
calculate emissions from these units (EPA Compilation of Emission Factors (AP-42), dated
January 1995, Section 3.1, Table 3.1-2). These units are subject to the General Conditions in
Section [V of this Permit, including Record keeping and Reporting requirements listed under
Condition 21 and Fee Payment under Condition 7. All records required by General Condition 21|
are to be retained at Valmont Station. Either electronic or hard copy records are acceptable.

1.2.  Fuel Usage, for each unit, shall be monitored annually and recorded and maintained to be
available to the Division upon request. Annual fuel usage will be used to determine annual

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE 154 Issued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1997




Air Pollution Control Division Public Service Company
Colorado Operating Permit Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines
Permit # 960PWE154 Page 5

emissions for each unit using the emission factors identified in Condition 1 in the following
equation:

Tons/yr = [annual fuel use (mmSCF/yr) x heat content of fuel (mmBtu/mmSCF) x EF
(Ibs/mmBtu) x (1 ton/2,000 lbs) ]

Particulate emissions from each turbine shall not exceed 0.1 Ibs/mmBtu (Colorado Construction
Permit P-10,779). Pipeline quality natural gas shall be used as fuel in order to ensure compliance
with the Particulate emissions standard.

Sulfur Dioxide emissions from each turbine shall not exceed 0.8 Ibs/mmBtu (Colorado
Regulation 1, Section VL.A.3.c.(i1)). Pipeline quality natural gas shall be used as fuel in order to
ensure compliance with Sulfur Dioxide emissions standard.

Opacity of emissions from each turbine shall not exceed 20% (Colorado Construction Permit P-
10,779). Pipeline quality natural gas shall be used as fuel in order to ensure compliance with the
Opacity standard.

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE154 Issued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1997




Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit

Public Service Company
Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines

Permit # 960OPWE154 Page 6
2. T001 & T002 - General Electric Combustion Turbines - Nos. 1 and/or 2 Fuel Oil Fired.
Parameter Permit Limitations Compliance Emission Monitoring
Condition Factor'
Number Short Term  Long Method Interval
Term
Emissions 2.1 N/A N/A PM 0.061 Ibs/mmBtu Calculation Annually
Calculation PM,, 0.061 Ibs/mmBtu
SO, 1.018 Ibs/mmBtu
NO, 0.698 Ibs/mmBtu
CO 0.048 tbs/mmBtu
VOC 0.017 lbs/mmBtu
Fuel Usage 2.2. N/A N/A N/A Record- Annually
keeping
Particulates 2.3. 0.1 Ibs/mmBtu N/A Fuel Annually
Restriction
SO, 24, 0.8 Ibs/mmBtu 1418 1bs/10° gal Calculation See Cond.
Based on 24,
Fuel Use,
Sulfur
Content
Opacity 2.5. Less Than or Equal to N/A EPA See
20% Reference Condition
Method 9 2.5.
Opacity 2.6. Less Than or Equal to N/A EPA See
30% Reference Condition
Method 9 2.6.

'S = weight percent sulfur in the fuel.

2.1.  The emission factors listed above have been approved by the Division and shall be used to
calculate emissions from these units (EPA Compilation of Emission Factors (AP-42), dated

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE154 [ssued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1997




Air Pollution Control Division Public Service Company
Colorado Operating Permit Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines
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January 1995, Section 3.1, Table 3.1-2). These units are subject to the General Conditions in
Section IV of this Permit, including Record keeping and Reporting requirements listed under
Condition 21 and Fee Payment under Condition 7. All records required by General Condition 21
are to be retained at Valmont Station. Either electronic or hard copy records are acceptable.

Fuel Usage, for each unit, shall be monitored annually and recorded and maintained to be
available to the Division upon request. Annual fuel usage will be used to determine annual
emissions for each unit using the emission factors identified in Condition 1 in the following
equation:

Tons/yr = [annual fuel use (10° gal/yr) x Heat content of fuel (mmBtu/10* gal) x EF (Ibs/mmBtu)
x (1 ton/2,000 Ibs) ]

Particulate emissions from each turbine shall not exceed 0.1 Ibs/mmBtu (Colorado Construction
Permit P-10,779). Nos. | and/or 2 fuel oil shall be used as fuel in order to ensure compliance
with the Particulate emissions standard.

Sulfur Dioxide emissions from each turbine shall not exceed 0.8 Ibs/mmBtu (Colorado
Regulation No.1, Section VI.A.3.c.(ii)). The heat content of the fuel and the weight percent of
sulfur shall be measured on each occasion that fuel is transferred to the aboveground storage
tanks from any other source. Compliance with this standard shall be demonstrated annually using
the following equation:

Lbs/mmBtu =[141 (Ibs/10° gal) x (wt % sulfur in Nos. | and/or 2 fuel oil)]
[Heat content fuel (mmBtu/10° gal)]

In the event that the heat content of the fuel varies over the year the heat content of the fuel used
in this equation should be a weighted average.

Opacity emissions from each turbine, during normal operations, shall not exceed 20% (Colorado
Construction Permit P-10,779). Compliance with this standard shall be determined by conducting
visuial emissions observations, in accordance with EPA Reference Method 9. Readings shall be
conducted annually or after 2400 hours of operation in any calendar year, whichever comes first.
Results of Method 9 readings and a copy of the certified Method 9 reader’s certification shall be
made available to the Division upon request.

Opacity of emissions from each turbine, during fire-building, cleaning of fire boxes, soot

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE 54 Issued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1997




Air Pollution Control Division Public Service Company
Colorado Operating Permit Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines
Permit # 960PWE 154 Page 8

blowing, start-up, process modifications, or adjustment of control equipment shall not exceed
30% (Colorado Regulation No. 1, Section A I1.4). Compliance with this standard shall be
determined by conducting visual emissions observations, in accordance with EPA Reference
Method 9. Readings shall be conducted during each period for which this standard applies that
exceeds six minutes, or semi-annually, whichever is less frequent.

Operating Permit Number: 96OPWE54 Issued: May 20, 1997
Last Revised: October 10, 1997
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Air Pollution Control Division
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Permit # 960PWE 154 Page 9
3. T001 & T002 - General Electric Combustion Turbines - Natural Gas and
Nos. 1 and/or 2 Fuel Oil Fired.
Parameter Permit Limitations Compliance Emission Monitoring
Condition Factor'
Number Short Term  Long Method Interval
Term
Emissions 3.1 N/A N/A Natural Gas: See Calculation Annually
Calculation Condition 1.1 for
Nos. | and/or 2 Fuel
Qil: See Condition 2.1
for
Fuel Usage 3.2, N/A N/A N/A Record- Annually
keeping
Particulates 3.3. 0.1 Ibs/mmBtu N/A Fuel Annually
Restriction
SO, 3.4 0.8 Ibs/mmBtu Nos. 1 and/or 2 Fuel Calculation See Cond.
Oil: 1418 lIbs/10* gal Based on 3.4.
Natural Gas: Fuel Use,
0.94S Ibs/mmBtu Sulfur
Content
Opacity 3.5. Less Than or Equal to N/A EPA See
20% Reference Condition
Method 9 3.5.
Opacity 3.6. Less Than or Equal to N/A EPA See
30% Reference Condition
Method 9 3.6.

3.1

'S = weight percent sulfur in the fuel.

The emission factors listed above have been approved by the Division and shall be used to
calculate emissions from these units (EPA Compilation of Emission Factors (AP-42), dated

Operating Permit Number: 960OPWE54

Issued: May 20, 1997
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January 1995, Section 3.1, Table 3.1-2). These units are subject to the General Conditions in
Section 1V of this Permit, including Record keeping and Reporting requirements histed under
Condition 21 and Fee Payment under Condition 7. All records required by General Condition 21
are to be retained at Valmont Station. Either electronic or hard copy records are acceptable.

Fuel Usage, for each unit, shall be monitored annually and recorded and maintained to be
available to the Division upon request. Annual fuel usage will be used to determine annual
emissions for each unit using the emission factors identified in Condition | in the equations
identified in Condition 1.2. for the natural gas component and Condition 2.2. for the Nos. |
and/or 2 fuel oil component.

Particulate emissions from each turbine shall not exceed 0.1 Ibs/mmBtu (Colorado Construction
Permit P-10,779). A combination of natural gas and Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil shall be used as fuel
in order to ensure compliance with the Particulate emissions standard.

Sulfur Dioxide emissions from each turbine shall not exceed 0.8 lbs/mmBtu (Colorado
Regulation No.1, Section VI.A 3 .c.(ii)). The heat content of the Nos. | and/or 2 fuel and the
weight percent of sulfur shall be measured on each occasion that fuel is transferred to the
aboveground storage tanks from any other source. The sulfur content of the natural gas
component can be based on documentation available from the supplier. Compliance with this
standard shall be demonstrated annually using the following equation:

Lbs/mmBtu = SO, (Nos. | and/or 2 fuel oil) + SO, (natural gas)
Where:

SO, (Nos. | and/or 2 fuel oil) = [141 (Ibs/10° gal) x wt % sulfur in Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil]
[Heat content fuel (mmBtu/10° gal)]

SO, (natural gas) = 0.94 (Ibs/mmBtu) x wt % sulfur in natural gas

In the event that the heat content of the Nos. 1 and/or 2 fuel oil varies over the year the heat
content of the fuel used in this equation should be a weighted average.

Opacity emissions from each turbine, during normal operations, shall not exceed 20% (Colorado
Construction Permit P-10,779). Compliance with this standard shall be determined by conducting

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE54 [ssued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1997
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Air Pollution Control Division Public Service Company
Colorado Operating Permit Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines
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visual emissions observations, in accordance with EPA Reference Method 9. Readings shall be
conducted annually or after 2400 hours of operation in any calendar year, whichever comes first.
Results of Method 9 readings and a copy of the certified Method 9 reader’s certification shall be
made available to the Divison upon request.

3.6.  Opacity of emissions from each turbine, during fire-building, cleaning of fire boxes, soot
blowing, start-up, process modifications, or adjustment of control equipment, shall not exceed
30% (Colorado Regulation No. 1, Section A 11.4). Compliance with this standard shall be
determined by conducting visual emissions observations, in accordance with EPA Reference
Method 9. Readings shall be conducted during each period for which this standard applies, that
exceeds six minutes or semi-annually, whichever is less frequent.

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE154 Issued: May 20, 1997
Last Revised: October 10, 1997
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SECTION II} - Permit Shield

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5, Part A, § 1.B.43: Part C. §§ V.C.1.b. & D., XIII: §§ 25-7-111(2)(1),
25-7-114.4(3)(a). C.R.S.

I. Specific Conditions

The following parameters and requirements have been specifically identified as non-applicable to the
facility to which this permit has been issued:

Emission Unit | Applicable Requirement Justification

Description &

Number

Facility Colorado Regulation 7 (except for These regulations only apply to sources located in
Section V, Paragraphs VI.B.1 and 2, | ozone nonattainment areas. Source is located in an
and Subsection VIL.C) ozone attainment area.

Facility Colorado Regulation 7, Subsection This regulation does not apply as the source does not
V.B store or dispense gasoline.

Facility Colorado Regulation 7, Paragraphs This regulation is not applicable as the source stores
VI.B.1 and 2 Nos. | and/or 2 fuel oil and is exempt (per

V1.B.1.a.(i1)) from these requirements.

Facility Colorado Regulation 7, Subsection This regulation does not apply as the source does not
VII.C store crude oil.

Facility 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart GG (as This regulation is not applicable as the turbines have
adopted by reference in Colorado not been modified after October 3, 1977.
Regulation 6)

Facility Prevention of Significant Based on the information provided, this facility is not
Deterioration requirements 40 CFR subject to PSD (no modifications were made to the
52.21 (Colorado Regulation 3, Part facility after August 7, 1977) as of the issue date of
B, Section IV.D.3) this permit.

2. General Conditions
Operating Permit Number: 960PWE 154 Issued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1697
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Compliance with this Operating Permit shall be deemed compliance with all applicable requirements
specifically identified in the permit and other requirements specifically identified in the permit as not
applicable to the source. This permit shield shall not alter or affect the following:

2.1.  The provisions of §§ 25-7-112 and 25-7-113, C.R.S., or § 303 of the federal act, concerning
enforcement in cases of emergency;

2.2, The liability of an owner or operator of a source for any violation of applicable requirements prior
to or at the time of permit issuance;

2.3.  The applicable requirements of the federal Acid Rain Program, consistent with § 408(a) of the
federal act;

2.4.  The ability of the Air Pollution Control Division to obtain information from a source pursuant to §
25-7-111(2)(1), C.R.S., or the ability of the Administrator to obtain information pursuant to § 114
of the federal act;

2.5.  The ability of the Air Pollution Control Division to reopen the Operating Permit for cause
pursuant to Regulation No. 3, Part C, § XIIIL.

2.6.  Sources are not shielded from terms and conditions that become applicable to the source
subsequent to permit issuance.

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE 154 [ssued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1997
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SECTION 1V - General Permit Conditions

1. Administrative Changes

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Part A, § IiL.

The permittee shall submit an application for an administrative permit amendment to the Division for those permit changes

that are described in Regulation No. 3, Part A, § 1.B.36.a. The permittee may immediately make the change upon

submission of the application to the Division.
2, Certification Requirements

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Part C, §§ 1I1.B.Y.. V.C.16.a.&e. and V.C. 17,

a. Any application, report, document and compliance certification submitted to the Air Pollution Control Division
pursuant to Regulation No. 3 or the Operating Permit shall contain a certification by a responsible official of the
truth, accuracy and completeness of such form, report or certification stating that, based on information and belief
formed afier reasonable inquiry, the statements and information in the document are true, accurate and compleie.

b. All compliance certifications for terms and conditions in the Operating Permit shall be submitted 1o the Air
Pollution Control Division at least annually unless a more frequent period is specified in the applicable
requirement or by the Division in the Operating Permit.

c. Compliance certifications shall contain:

h the identification of each permit term and condition that is the basis of the certification;

(i) the compliance status of the source:

(ii1) whether compliance was continuous or intermittent;

(iv) the metheod(s) used for determining the compliance status of the source, currently and over the reporting
period; and

wv) such other facts as the Air Poliution Control Division may require to determine the compliance status of
the source.

d. All compliance certifications shall be submitted to the Air Pollution Control Division and to the Environmenial
Protection Agency at the addresses lisied in Appendix D of this Permit.

e. If the permittee is required to develop and register a risk management plan pursuant to § 112(r) of the federal act.
the permitiee shall certify its compliance with that requirement; the Operating Permit shall not incorporate the
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contents of the risk management plan as a permit term or condition.

3. Compliance Requirements

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Part C. §§ I.C.9.. V.C.1l. & 16.d.. §25-7-122.1(2). C.R.S.

d.

b.

The permittee must comply with all conditions of the Operating Permit. Any permit noncompliance relating to
federallv-enforceable terins or conditions constitutes a violation of the federal act, as well as the state act and
Regulation No. 3. Any permit noncompliance relating to state-only terms or condilions constituies a violation of
the state act and Regulation No. 3, shall be enforceable pursuant to state law, and shall not be enforccable by
citizens under § 304 of the federal act. Anv such violation of the federal act, the state act or regulations
implementing either statute is grounds for enforcement action, for permit termination, revocation and rcissuance or
modification or for denial of a permit renewal application.

It shall not be a defensc for a permitiee in an enforcement action or a consideration in favor of a permitiec in a
permit termination, revocation or modification action or action denying a permit rencwal application that it would
have been necessary 1o halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with the conditions of
the permit.

The permit may be modified. revoked. reopened, and reissued, or terminated for cause. The filing of any request
by the permitiec for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or termination, or any notification of
planned changes or anticipated noncomptiance does not stay any permit condition, except as provided in §§ X. and
XI. of Regulation No. 3, Pant C.

The permittee shall furnish to the Air Pollution Control Division. within a reasonable time as specified by the
Division, any information that the Division may request in writing to deternine whether cause exists for
modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating the permit or to determine compliance with the permit. Upon
request, the permittec shall also furnish to the Division copies of records required to be kept by the permitiee.
including information claimed to be confidential. Any information subject 1o a claim of confidentiality shall be
specifically identified and submitted separately from information not subject to the claim.

Any schedule for compliance for applicable requirements with which the source is not in compliance at the time of
permit issuance shall be supplemental. and shall not sanction noncompliance with, the applicable requirements on
which it is based.

For any compliance schedule for applicable requirements with which the source is not in compliance at the time of
permit issuance. the permittee shall submit, at least every 6 months unless a more frequent period is specified in
the applicable requirement or by the Air Pollution Control Division, progress reports which contain the following;:

()] dates for achieving the activities, milestones, or compliance required in the schedule for compliance. and
dates when such activitics, milestones, or compliance were achieved; and

(i1) an explanation of why any dates in the schedule of compliance were not or will not be mel. and any
preventive or corrective measures adopted.
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g The permiitce shall not knowingly falsifv, tamper with, or render inaccurate any monitoring device or method

e

required to be maintained or followed under the terms and conditions of the Operating Permit.

Emergency Provisions

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5, Pant C_ § VIL

An emergency means any situation arising from sudden and reasonably unforesceable events beyond the control of the
source. including acts of God, which situation requires immediate corrective action to restore normal operation, and that
causes the source o exceed the technology-based emission limitation under the permit due to unavoidable increases in
emissions attributable to the emergency. "Emergency” does not include noncompliance to the extent caused by improperly
designed equipment, lack of preventative maintenance, carcless or improper operation, or operator error. An emergency
constitutes an affirmative defense to an enforcement action brought for noncompliance with a technology-based emission
limitation if the permittee demonstrates, through properly signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other relevant
evidence that:

a. an emergency occurred and that the permittee can identify the cause(s) of the emergency;
b. the permitted facility was at the time being properly operated;

c. during the period of the emergency the permittee took all reasonable steps to minimize levels of emissions that
exceeded the emission standards, or other requirements in the permit; and

d. the permittee submitted oral notice of the emergency to the Air Pollution Control Division no later than noon of the
next working dav following the emergency, and followed by written notice within one month of the time when
emissions limitations were exceeded due to the emergency. This notice must contain a description of the
emergency. any steps taken to mitigalc emissions, and corrective actions taken.

This emergency provision is in addition to any emergency or upset provision contained in any applicable requirement.

Emission Standards for Ashestos

Regulation No. 8. 5 CCR 1001-10. Part B

The permittee shall not conduct any asbestos abatement activities except in accordance with the provisions of Regulation
No. 8. Part B, "emission standards for asbestos."

Emissions Trading, Marketable Permits, Economic Incentives

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Pant C. § V.C.13.

No permit revision shall be required under any approved economic incentives, marketable permits, emissions trading and
other similar programs or processes for changes that are specifically provided for in the permit.

Operating Permit Number: 96OPWE154 Issued: May 20, 1997
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7. Fee Payment

Regulation No. 3, 3 CCR 1001-5, Part A_ § VI.: Part C. § V.C. 12,

a. The permittee shall pay an annual emissions fee in accordance with Regulation No. 3, Part A. Section VI. A 1%
per month late payment fee shall be assessed against any invoice amounts not paid in full on the 91st day after the
date of invoice. unless a permittee has filed a timely protest to the invoice amount.

b. The permittee shall pay a permit processing fee of $50 per hour. If the Division estimates that processing of the
permit will take more than 30 hours, it will notify the permitiee of its estimate of what the actual charges mayv be
prior to commencing any work exceeding the 30 hour limit.

c. The permittee shall pay an APEN fee of $100 for each APEN or revised APEN filed.
S. Fugitive Particulate Emissions
Regulation No. 1, 5 CCR 100i-3. § HL.D.1.
The permittee shall employ such control measures and operating procedures as are necessary to minimize fugitive
particulate emissions into the atmosphere, in accordance with the provisions of Regulation No. 1, § {ILD.1I.
9. Inspection and Entry
Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Part C. § V.C.16.b.
Upon presentation of credentials and other documents as may be required by law, the permittee shall allow the Air Pollution
Control Division, or any authorized representative, to perform the following:
a. enter upon the permittee’s premises where an Operating Permit source is located, or emissions-retated activity is
conducted, or where records must be kept under the terms of the permit:
b. have access to, and copy, at reasonable times, any records thai must be kept under the conditions of the permit:
c. inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and air pollution conirol equipment).
practices, or operations regulated or required under the Operating Permit;
d. sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the purposes of assuring compliance with the Operating Permit or
applicable requirements, any substances or parameters.
10. Minor Permit Modifications
Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5, Part C, §§ X. & XL
Operating Permit Number: 960PWE54 Issued: May 20, 1997
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The permittee shail submit an application for a minor permit modification before making the change requested in the
application. The permit shield shall not extend to minor permit modifications.

New Source Review

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Pant B

The permittee shall not commence construction or modification of a source required to be reviewed under the New Source
Review provisions of Regulation No. 3. Part B, without first receiving a construction permit.

No Property Rights Conveyed

Regulation No. 3. 3 CCR 1001-5. Part C, § V.C.11.d.

This permit does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any exclusive privilege.
Odar

Regulation No. 2. 5 CCR 1001-3

As a matter of state law only, the permittee shall comply with the provisions of Regulation No. 2 concerning odorous
emissions.

Off-Permit Changes to the Source

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5, Pan C, § XILB.

The permittee shall record any off-permit change to the source that causes the emissions of a regulated pollutant subject to
an applicable requirement, but not otherwise regulated under the permit, and the emissions resulting from the change,
including any other data necessary to show compliance with applicable ambient air quality standards. The permittee shall
provide contemporaneous notification to the Air Pollution Control Division and to the Environmental Protection Agency at
the addresses listed in Appendix D of this Permit . The permit shield shall not apply to any off-permit change.

Opacity

Regulation No_ 1. 5 CCR 1001-3_§§ 1. II.

The permitiee shall comply with the opacity emissions limitation set forth in Regulation No. 1, §§ L.-11.
Open Burning

Regulation No. 1. 5 CCR 1001-3. §§ IL.C.1.

The permittee shall obtain a permit from the Division for any regulated open burning activities in accordance with
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provisions of Regulation No. 1, §§ 11.C. 1.
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Ozone Depleting Compounds

Reguiation No. 15. 3 CCR 1001-17

As a matter of siate law only, the permittee shall comply with the provisions of Regulation No. 15 concerning emissions of
ozone depleting compounds.

18. Permit Expiration and Renewal

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Pan C. §§ II.B.6., IV.C.. V.C.2.

a. The permit term shall be five (5) years. The permit shall expire at the end of its term. Pcrmit expiration
terminates the permittee's right to operate unless a timely and complete renewal application is submitied.

b. Applications for renewal shall be submilted at least twelve months, but not more than 18 months, prior to the
expiration of the Operating Permit. An application for permit renewal may address only those portions of ihe
permit that require revision, supplementing, or deletion, incorporating the remaining permit terms by reference
from the previous permit. A copy of any materials incorporated by reference must be included with the
application.

19. Portable Sources

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Part C. § I1.D.

Portable Source permittees shail notify the Air Pollution Control Division at lcast 10 days in advance of each change in

location.

20. Prompt Deviation Reporting

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Part C. § V.C.7.b.

The permittee shall promptly report any deviation from permit requirements, including those attributable to upset

conditions as defined in the permit, the probable cause of such deviations, and any corrective actions or preventive measurcs

taken, Unless required by a permit term or condition to report deviations on a more frequent basis, "prompt” reporting shall
entail submission of reports of deviations from permit requirements every six (6) months in accordance with paragraph
21.d. below. "Prompt reporting” does not constitute an exception to the requirements of "Emergency Provisions” for the
purpase of avoiding enforcement actions.
21 Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5, Part A, §I1.; Pant C, §§ V.C.6.. V.C.7.

a. Unless othenwise provided in the source specific conditions of this Operating Permit, the permittee shall maintain
Operating Permit Number: 96OPWE154 Issued: May 20, 1997
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compliance monitoring records that include the following information:

1)) date, place as defined in the Operating Permit, and time of sampling or measurements:
(i1) date(s) on which analyses were performed;

(iii) the company or entity that performed the analysis;

(iv) the analytical techniques or methods used;

'Y the results of such analysis; and
(vi) the operating conditions at the time of sampling or measurement.
b. The permittee shall retain records of all required monitoring data and support information for a period of at least

five (3) vears from the date of thc monitoring sample, measurement, report or application. Support information,
for this purpose, includes all calibration and maintenance records and all original strip-chan recordings for
continuous monitoring instrumentation, and copies of all reports required by the Operating Permit. With prior
approval of the Air Pollution Control Division, the permitiee may maintain any of the above records in a
compulterized form.

c. Permittees must retain records of all required monitoring data and support information for the most recent twelve
(12) month period, as well as compliance certifications for the past five (5) years on-site at all imes. A periiliee
shall make available for the Air Pollution Control Division's review ali other records of required monitoring data
and support information required to be retained by the permittee upon 48 hours advance notice by the Division.

d. The permittee shall submit (o the Air Pollution Control Division all reports of any required monitoring at lcast
every six (6) months, unless an applicable requirement, the enhanced monitering rule. or the Division requircs
submission on a more frequent basis. All instances of deviations from any permit requirements must be clearly
identified in such reports.

€. The permitiee shall file an Air Pollutant Emissions Notice ("APEN") prior to constructing, modifving, or altering
any facility, process, activity which constitutes a stationary source from which air pollutants are or are to be
emitted, unless such source is exempt from the APEN filing requirements of Regulation No. 3. Part A, § I1.D. A
revised APEN shall be filed annually whenever a significant change in emissions. as defined in Regulation No. 3,
Part A, § [1.C.2.. occurs: whenever there is a change in owner or operator of any facility, process, or activily:
whencver new control equipment is installed; whenever a different type of control equipment replaces an existing
tvpe of control equipment; whenever a permit limitation must be modified: or before the APEN cxpires. An APEN
is valid for a period of five years. The five-year period recominences when a revised APEN is reccived by the Air
Pollution Control Division. Revised APENSs shall be submitied no later than 30 days before the five-year term
expires. Permittees submitting revised APENSs to inform the Division of a change in actual emission rates must do
so by April 30 of the following year. Where a permil revision is required, the revised APEN must be filed along
with a request for permit revision. APENs for changes in control equipment must be submitted before the change
occurs. Annual fees are based on the most recent APEN on file with the Division.
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22, Reopenings for Cause

Regulation No. 3.3 CCR 1001-3. Pant C. § XIIL

a. The Air Pollution Control Division shall reopen. revise. and reissue Operating Permits: permit reopenings and
reissuance shall be processed using the procedures set forth in Regulation No. 3, Part C. § 111.. except that
proceedings to reopen and reissue permits affect only those parts of the permit for which cause to reopen exists.

b. The Division shall reopen a permit whenever additional applicable requirements become applicable to a major
source with a remaining permit term of three or more vears, unless the effective date of the requirements is later
than the date on which the permit expires. or unless a general permit is obtained to address the new requirements:
whenever additional requirements (including excess emissions requirements) become applicable to an affected
source under the acid rain program; whenever the Division determines the permit contains a material mistake or
that inaccurate statements were made in establishing the emissions standards or other terms or conditions of the
permit; or whenever the Division determines that the permit must be revised or revoked to assure compliance with
an applicable requirement.

c. The Division shall provide 30 days' advance notice to the permittee of its intent to reopen the permit. except that a
shoricr notice may be provided in the case of an emergency.

d. The permit shield shall extend to those pants of the permit that have been changed pursuant to the reopening and
reissuance procedure.

23 Scction 502(h)(10) Changes
Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Panrt C. § XIILA.
The permittee shall provide a minimum 7-day advance notification to the Air Pollution Control Division and to the
Environmental Protection Agency at the addresses listed in Appendix D of this Permit. The permittee shall attach a copy of
cach such notice given to its Operating Permit.

24, Scverability Clause
Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-3. Part C. § V.C.10.
In the event of a challenge to any portion of the permit, all emissions limits, specific and general conditions, monitoring.
record keeping and reporting requirements of the permit, except those being challenged, remain valid and enforceable.

25. Significant Permit Modifications
Regulation No. 3, 5 CCR 1001-5, Pant C. §I11.B.2.
The permitiee shall not make a significant modification required to be reviewed under Regulation No. 3, Part B
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("Construction Permit" requirements) without first receiving a construction permit. The permittee shall submit a completc
Operating Permnit application or application for an Operating Permit revision for any new or modified source within twelve
months of commencing operation, to the address listed in {tem | in Appendix D of this permit. If the permittee chooses to
use the "Combined Construction/Operating Permit”" application procedures of Regulation No. 3. Part C, then the Opcrating
Permit must be received prior to commencing construction of the new or modified source.

26. Special Provisions Concerning the Acid Rain Program

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 1001-5. Part C. §§ V.C.1.b. & 8

a. Where an applicable requirement of the federal act is more stringent than an applicable requirement of regulations
promulgated under Title IV of the federal act, 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 72, both provisions shall
be incorporated into the permit and shall be federally enforceable.

b. Emissions exceeding any allowances that the source lawfully holds under Title IV of the federal act or the
regulations promulgated thereunder, 40 CFR Part 72, are expressly prohibited.

27. Transfer or Assignment of Ownership

Regulation No. 3. 5 CCR 100i-5. Part C, § 11.C.

No transfer or assignment of ownership of the Operating Permit source will be effective unless the prospective owner or

operator applies to the Air Pollution Control Division on Division-supplied Administrative Permit Amendment forms. for

reissuance of the existing Operating Permit. No administrative permit shall be complete until a written agreement
conmtaining a specific date for transfer of permit. responsibility, coverage, and liability between the permittee and the
prospective owner or operator has been submitted to the Division.

28, Volatile Organic Compounds

Regulation No. 7. 5 CCR 1001-9. §§ 11 & V.

a. For sources located in an ozone non-attainment area or the Denver Metro Attainment Maintenance Area. all
storage tank gauging devices, anti-rotation devices, accesses, seals, hatches, roof drainage systems. support
structures, and pressure relief valves shall be maintained and operated to prevent detectable vapor loss except when
opened, actuated, or used for necessary and proper activities (e.g. maintenance). Such opening. actuation. or use
shail be limited so as to minimize vapor loss.

Detectable vapor loss shall be determined visually. by touch, by presence of odor. or using a portable hydrocarbon

analyzer. When an analvzer is used, detectable vapor loss means a VOC concentration exceeding 10.000 ppm.

Testing shall be conducted as in Regulation No. 7, Section 1I.C.3.

Except when otherwise provided by Regulation No. 7, all volatile organic compounds, excluding petroleun liquids.

transferred to any tank, container, or vehicle compartment with a capacity exceeding 212 liters (56 gallons), shall

be transferred using submerged or bottom filling cquipment. For top loading. the fill tube shall reach within six
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inchcs of the botton of the tank compartment. For bottom-fill operations, the inlet shall be flush with the tank
bottom.
b. The permittee shall not dispose of volatile organic compounds by evaporation or spillage unless Reasonabty

Available Control Technology (RACT) is utilized.
29. Wood Stoves and Wood burning Appliances

Regulation No. 4. 5 CCR 1001-6

The permittee shall comply with the provisions of Regulation No. 4 concerning the advertisement, sale. installation. and use
of wood stoves and wood burning appliances.
1

End of Permit Requirements
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OPERATING PERMIT APPENDICES

A - INSPECTION INFORMATION

B - COMPLIANCE MONITORING REPORT FORMAT

C - COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION REPORT FORMAT
D - NOTIFICATION ADDRESSES

E - PERMIT ACRONYMS

F - PERMIT MODIFICATIONS

*DISCLAIMER:
None of the information found in these Appendices shall be considered to be State or
Federally enforceable and is presented to assist the source, permitting authority,
inspectors, and citizens.
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APPENDIX A - Inspection Information

l. Directions to Plant:
From Interstate 76, take highway 85 north past Fort Lupton to Weld County Road 16. Turn east on
Road 16 and travel 2 miles to the substation, on the south side of Road 16.

2. Safety Equipment Required:
Eve Protection
Hard Hat
Safety Shoes
Hearing Protection
3. Facility Plot Plan:
Figure 1 (following page) shows the plot plan as submitted on February 23, 1996 with the source's Title
V Operating Permit Application.
4. List of Insignificant Activities:
The following list of insignificant activities was provided by the source to assist in the understanding of
the facility layout. Since there is no requirement to update such a list, activities may have changed since
the last filing.
Units with emission less than APEN de minimis (Reg 3. Part C.[1.E.3.a)
Natural gas venting and equipment leaks (VOC emissions < | ton/yr)
Use of cleaners and solvents in equipment maintenance (VOC emissions < | ton/yr)
Fugitive emissions from roads (PM emissions < 1 ton/yr)
Fuel burning equipment less than 10 mmBtu/hr - for heating (Reg 3. Part C.I1.E 3.ggg)
Office space heater
Storage tanks with annual throughput less than 400,000 gal (Reg 3 Part C.ILE.3 fif)
Emergency fuel oil spill/overfill tank (10,000 gal underground)
Fuel oil unloading tank (20,000 gal underground)
Fuel oil storage tank (2,800,000 gal aboveground)
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Fuel oil storage tank (2,800,000 gal aboveground)

Not an emission source and/or not a source of regulated/reportable emissions

Two (2) condensate storage tanks (280 gal underground)
Water tank (approx. 20,000 gal aboveground)
Turbine lube oil vents
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APPENDIX B
Format for Compliance Monitoring Report - Part |
1. Following is the format for compliance monitoring reports to be submitted to the Division on a semi-

annual basis. The Table below must be completed for all equipment or processes for which specific
Operating Permit terms exist.

9

Part 11 of this Appendix B shows the format and information the Division will require for describing
periods of non-compliance, monitor/meter down time, or upset conditions as indicated in the Table
below. One Form must be completed for each Operating Permit Unit D, as warranted.

FACILITY NAME: Public Service Company - Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines
OPERATING PERMIT NO: 960PWE154
REPORTING PERIOD:

Compliance Monitor/Meter | Upset Condition

Operating ' Status During Down Time® | Reported During
Permit Unit Description
Unit ID IN OUT | YES NO YES NO
TOOI General Electric Combustion Turbine,

Model MS7000B, Serial No. 217708, rated
at 662 mmBtu/hr. Fueled by Natural Gas,
Nos. | and/or 2 Fuel Oil, or Combination.

T002 General Electric Combustion Turbine,
Model MS7000C, Seral No. 217709, rated
at 662 mmBtu/hr. Fueled by Natural Gas,
Nos. | and/or 2 Fuel Oil, or Combination.

lnsigniﬁcant Activities®

' Compliance status should be marked as “OUT" if the source was not in compliance with a term of the Operating Permit at any
time during the reporting period

*This includes any Continuous Emission Monitor (CEM). Meter or Gauge used to record data necessary for determination of
Compliance with a term of the Operating Permit

* Compliance status for these sources shall be based on a reasonable inquiry using readily available information

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE 1 54 Issued: May 20, 1997
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Format for Compliance Monitoring Report - Part [1

FACILITY NAME: Public Service Company - Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines
OPERATING PERMIT NO: 960PWEI154
REPORTING PERIOD:

OPERATING PERMIT UNIT IDENTIFICATION:

Operating Permit Condition Number Citation

Explanation of Period of Non-Compliance

Duration

Action Taken to Correct the Problem

Measures Taken to Prevent a Reoccurrence of the Problem

Dates of Upsets Reported

Dates of Monitor, Meter Down Time/Steps Taken to Repair

Operating Permit Number: 96OPWE 154 Issued: May 20, 1997
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SEE EXAMPLE ON THE NEXT PAGE
Format for Compliance Monitoring Report

EXAMPLE

OPERATING PERMIT NO: 960PZZXXX
REPORTING PERIOD: 1/1/96 - 6/30/96

OPERATING PERMIT UNIT IDENTIFICATION:
Asphalt Plant with a Scrubber for Particulate Control - Unit XXX

Operating Permit Condition Number Citation

Section LI, Condition 3.1 - Opacity Limitation

Explanation of Period of Non-Compliance

Slurry Line Feed Plugged
Duration

START- 1730 4/10/96
END- 1800 4/10/96

Action Taken to Correct the Problem

Line Blown Qut

Measures Taken to Prevent Reoccurrence of the Problem

Replaced Line Filter
Dates of Upsets Reported
4/10/96 to S. Busch, APCD

Dates of Monitor, Meter Down Time/Steps Taken to Repair
N/A

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE 54

Issued: May 20, 1997
Last Revised: October 10, 1997




Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit Appendix B
Compliance Monitoring Report Page 4

Format for Compliance Monitoring Report - Part 111
TITLE V OPERATING PERMIT
CERTIFICATION FOR SEMI-ANNUAL MONITORING REPORT
SOURCE NAME: Public Service Company - Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines
FACILITY IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: 1230014
PERMIT NUMBER: 960OPWE154

REPORTING PERIOD:

All information for the Tide V Semi-Annual Monitoring Reports musi be certified by a responsible official. The responsible official
signing this certification must be pre-approved by the Division in accordance with Colorado Regulation No. 3, Part A, Section 1.B.34.
This signed certification document must be packaged with the documents being submitted.

STATEMENT OF COMPLETENESS

I have reviewed the information being submitted in its entirety and, based on information and belief formed after reasonable
inquiry, I certify that the statements and information contained in this submittal are true, accurate and complete.

Please note that the Colorado Statutes state that any person who knowingly, as defined in Sub-Section 18-1-501(6), C.R.S., makes
any false material statement, representation, or certification in this application is guilty of a misdemeanor and may be punished
in accordance with the provisions of Sub-Section 25-7 122.1, C.R.S.

Printed or Typed Name Title
Signature of Responsible Official Date Signed
Operating Permit Number: 960PWE 54 Issued: May 20, 1997

Last Revised: October 10, 1997




[

‘-l e &m

L

il GIN N Gam B O .

-y ‘.-

‘.

Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit Appendix C
Compliance Certification Report . Page |

APPENDIX C
Format for Annual Compliance Certification Reports

FACILITY NAME: Public Service Company - Ft. Lupton Combustion Turbines
OPERATING PERMIT NO: 960PWE154

L. Overall Facility Status: .

A. This facility is currently in compliance with all terms and conditions of Federal Operating Permit
#960PWE 154 except as specifically noted in the Semi-Annual Monitoring Report submitted with this
certification.

B. This facility has operated in continuous compliance with all terms and conditions of Federal Operating
Permit #960PWE154 for the period beginning through except as specifically
noted in the Semi-Annual Monitoring Reports submitted during this period.

I Status for Specific Permit Conditions:
A. The Facility was out of compliance with the following permit terms during all or part of the

Certification period:
[LIST SPECIFIC PERMIT TERM - E.G. SECTION II, CONDITION 3.1]
lll.  Status for Accidental Release Prevention Program (circle one in { ]):
Al This facility [is subject /is not subject] to the provisions of the Accidental Release Prevention Program

(Section 112(r) of the Federal Clean Air Act)

B. If subject: The facility is is not in compliance with all the requirements of
section 112(r).

1. A Risk Management Plan will be has been submitted to the appropriate
authority and/or the designated central location by June 20, 1999.

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE 54 Issued: May 20, 1997
Last Revised: October 10, 1997
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Air Pollution Control Division

Colorado Operating Permit Appendix C
Compliance Certification Report Page 2
IV.  Certification

1 have reviewed this certification in its entirety and, based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry, 1 certify
that the statements and information contained in this certification are true, accurate and complete.

Please note that the Colorado Statutes state that any person who knowingly, as defined in § 18-1-501(6), C.R.S.. makes any false
material statement, representation, or certification in this document is guilty of a misdemeanor and may be punished in
accordance with the provisions of § 25-7 122.1, C.R.S.

Printed or Typed Name Tide

Signature Date Signed

NOTE: All compliance certifications shall be submitied to the Air Pollution Controt Division and to the Environmental Protection
Agency at the addresses listed in Appendix D of this Permit.

Operating Permit Number: 96OPWE154 Issued: May 20, 1997
Last Revised: October 10, 1997
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Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit
Notification Addresses

Appenidx D
Page 1

APPENDIX D
Notification Addresses
l. Air Pollution Control Division

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Air Pollution Controi Division

Operating Permits Unit

APCD-SS-B1

4300 Cherry Creek Drive S.

Denver, CO 80246-1530

ATTN: Jim King

™~

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Compliance Notifications:

Office of Enforcement, Compliance and Environmental Justice
Mail Code 8ENF

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII

999 18th Street, Suite 500

Denver, CO 80202

Permit Modifications, Off Permit Changes:

Office of Pollution Prevention, State and Tribal Programs
Air Program, 8P2-A

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII

999 18th Street, Suite 500

Denver, CO 80202

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE54

Issued: May 20, 1997
Last Revised: October 10, 1997




Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit
Permit Acronyms

Appendix E
Page |

Listed Alphabetically:

AIRS -
AP-42 -
APEN -
APCD -
ASTM -
BACT -
BTU -
CAA -
CCR -
CEM -
CF -
CFR -
CO -
COM -
CRS -
EPA -
FR -

G-

Gal -
HAPs -
HP -
HP-HR -
LAER -
LBS -

M -

MM -
MMscf -
MMscfd -
N/A or NA -
NOx -
NESHAP -
NSPS -

APPENDIX E

Permit Acronyms

Aerometric Information Retrieval System
EPA Document Compiling Air Pollutant Emission Factors
Air Pollution Emission Notice (State of Colorado)
Air Pollution Control Division (State of Colorado)
American Society for Testing and Materials
Best Available Control Technology
British Thermal Unit
Clean Air Act (CAAA = Clean Air Act Amendments)
Colorado Code of Regulations
Continuous Emissions Monitor
Cubic Feet (SCF = Standard Cubic Feet)
Code of Federal Regulations
Carbon Monoxide
Continuous Opacity Monitor
Colorado Revised Statute
Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Register
Grams
Gallon
Hazardous Air Pollutants
Horsepower
Horsepower Hour (G/HP-HR = Grams per Horsepower Hour)
Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
Pounds
Thousand
Million
Million Standard Cubic Feet
Million Standard Cubic Feet per Day
Not Applicable
Nitrogen Oxides
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
New Source Performance Standards

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE1 54

Issued: May 20, 1997
Last Revised: October 10, 1997
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Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit

Permit Acronyms

Appendix E
Page 2

PM -
PM,, -
PSD -
PTE -
RACT -
SCC -
SCF -
SIC -
SO, -
TPY -
TSP -
VOC -

Particulate Matter

Particulate Matter Under 10 Microns
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
Potential To Emit

Reasonably Available Control Technology
Source Classification Code

Standard Cubic Feet

Standard Industrial Classification
Sulfur Dioxide

Tons Per Year

Total Suspended Particulate

Volatile Organic Compounds

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE154

Issued: May 20, 1997
Last Revised: October 10, 1997




Air Pollution Control Division
Colorado Operating Permit
Permit Modifications

Appendix F
Page |

APPENDIX F

Permit Modifications

DATE OF TYPE OF
REVISION REVISION

SECTION
NUMBER,
CONDITION
NUMBER

DESCRIPTION OF REVISION

October 10, 1997 | Administrative
Amendment

Page following
cover page:
Section I:
Appendix C:

Appendix D:

Clarified submittal deadlines (i.e. monitoring periods
& report deadlines) & changed Responsible Official
Added subsections 3 (PSD) and 4 (112(r))

Added section [11 to annual compliance certification
for 112(r) requirements

Division’s zip code changed

Operating Permit Number: 960PWE154

Issued: May 20, 1997
Last Revised: October 10, 1997







Signed November 25, 1997

Michael L. Rodburg, Esq.

Lowenstein, Sandler, Kohl, Fisher & Boylan
65 Livingston Avenue

Roseland, NJ 07068-1791

Re:  Common Control Question -- Dupont and Dupont Dow Elastomers
Dear Mr. Rodburg:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 2 Office, has reviewed your
September 30, 1997, letter on behalf of E.I. du Pont de Nemours & Company (“Dupont”)
regarding whether the operations of Dupont Dow Elastomers L.L.C. (“DDE”) are considered to
be part of the same major stationary source as the Dupont facility at which it is located. In
particular, you have asked whether Dupont and DDE are under common control for purposes of
Title V applicability.

According to your letter, DDE is a limited liability company owned under a 50-50 joint venture
between Dupont and Dow Chemical Company. DDE is engaged solely in the production and sale
of elastomers. DDE is governed by a Members Committee with members appointed equally by
Dupont and Dow Chemical Co.; however, there is no overlap between Dupont’s Board of
Directors and DDE’s Members Committee. DDE leases the land on which its buildings and
equipment are located directly from Dupont on a portion of the Dupont Chambers Works’
property. All assets, equipment, and operations of DDE are separate from that of Dupont. In
addition, DDE does not sell finished product directly to Dupont nor purchase raw materials from
Dupont. Based on the information provided in your letter, EPA’s opinion is that Dupont and
DDE are under common control for the purposes of Title V of the Clean Air Act (CAA). The
reasons for this position are set forth below.

Through regulation, guidance, and individual determinations, the EPA has established several
mechanisms for use by sources and permitting authorities in determining common control as used
in the definition of “major source” under Title I and Title V of the Clean Air Act.! First, common
control can be established through ownership (i.e., same parent company or a subsidiary of the
parent company). Second, common control can be established if an entity such as a corporation
has decision-making authority over the operations of a second entity through a contractual

'Title V defines a “major source” as: any stationary source (or any group of stationary
sources located within a contiguous area and under common control) that is either of the
following: (A) a major source as defined in section 112; (B) a major stationary source as defined
in section 302 or part D of title I.




agreement or a voting interest’. If common control is not established by the first two
mechanisms, then one should next look at whether there is a contract for service relationship
between the two companies® or if a support/dependency relationship exists between the two
companies® in order to determine whether a common control relationship exists.

Here, EPA agrees that DDE is not part of the same parent company as Dupont since, generally, a
joint venture is not a subsidiary to either party of the joint venture. However, as discussed below,
itis EPA’s view, that DDE, via its contractual relationship forming the joint venture, is under
common control of Dupont with the rest of the Dupont facility. The bulk of your letter attempted
to explain that there is no support or dependency between Dupont and DDE (by answering the list
of questions in the William Spratlin letter) as a basis for demonstrating no common control.
However, because we believe that common control exists through a contractual joint venture
arrangement, we do not need to address the support-dependency test elements of your letter.

In a 1980 Federal Register notice, EPA stated it will determine control on a case-by-case basis
and will be guided by the general definition of control used by the Secunties and Exchange
Commission (SEC). (See 45 Fed. Reg. 59878). The SEC defines control in 17 CFR 240.12b-2 as
“the possession, direct or indirect, of the powers to direct or cause the direction of the
management and policies of a person (or organization or association) whether through the
ownership of voting shares, contract, or otherwise.” While you mention that EPA will be guided
by the general definition of control utilized by the SEC on page 2 of your letter, you did not
specifically address whether Dupont has the power to directly or indirectly “cause the direction of
the management and policies” of DDE. Based on the information available to us, however, it
appears that Dupont does have sufficient control of DDE.

Dupont has a contractual agreement with Dow Chemical Co. to form the joint venture, DDE. A

joint venture has been defined in Goodman and Lorensen’s [llustration of Accounting for Joint
Ventures as:

[A]n entity that is owned, operated and jointly controlled by a small group as a separate
and specific business project organized for the mutual benefit of the ownership group.
Each Venturer commonly participates in overall management regardless of the percentage
of ownership and significant decisions commonly require the consent of each of the

2See 45 Fed. Reg. 59874, 59878 (Sept. 11, 1980) (stating determinations of control will
be made case-by-case and that the EPA will be guided by the general definition of control used by
the Securities and Exchange Commission).

3See John S. Seitz Memorandum, “Major Source Determinations for Military Installations
under the Air Toxics, New Source Review, and Title V Operating Permit Programs of the Clean
Air Act (Act)” (Aug. 2, 1996) (available on EPA’s Technology Transfer Network (TTN)).

*See letter by William Spratlin, Region 7 Air, RCRA and Toxics Division Director, to
State and Local Air Directors (Sept. 18, 1995). Letter provides questions to ask to rebut the
presumption that a company locating on another’s land establishes a “control” relationship.




Venturers so that no individual Venturer has unilateral control.®

In general, parties to a joint venture have a common interest or purpose to carry out a single
business enterprise for profit.® As part of the contract, each party to a joint venture has a joint or
mutual right to control the venture for their common purpose. Therefore, pursuant to the SEC
definition of control via a contractual arrangement and the facts provided, the EPA believes that
there is common control between Dupont and DDE.’

Furthermore, the fact that Dupont has 50% ownership in DDE and can appoint half of DDE’s
Members Committee also supports the position that it exerts control over DDE. This meets the
definition of control under the SEC regulations by virtue that Dupont has sufficient voting interest
in DDE to direct the decisions of DDE?® Lastly, because DDE is located on the same property as
Dupont, DDE is contiguous to Dupont under the definition of major source.

SReprinted in Edgar Herzfield and Adam Wilson, Joint Ventures, 1996.
¢See Dupont Dow Elastomer Joint Venture Announces Start-Up (April 2, 1996)

<http://www.dupont-dow.com/start.htm|> (stating that Dupont and Dow’s combined strengths
will make this new company a potent force in the highly competitive elastomers industry).

Cf. Cytec Title V Draft Permit Language, TTN Bulletin Board, June 6, 1997 (One Title
V permit issued for the manufacturing activities at the Cytec Wallingford, CT site which consists
of three production departments: the manufacture of thermoset molding compounds by a joint
venture between Carmel Chemical Company and Cytec Industries Inc.; the production of
thermoplastic molding compounds by a joint venture between Rohm Industries and Cytec
Industries Inc.; and the production of liquid and spray-dried resins by Cytec Industries Inc.).

8See Letter from Winston A. Smith, Region 4's Air, Pesticides and Toxics Management
Division Director, to Authur Williams, Director of Air Pollution Control District of Jefferson
County (March 3, 1997) (finding based on past applicability determinations in the Region, that
because Dupont owns 50% of DDE, Dupont could exercise voting power over DDE to influence
production levels at the facility). See also, e.g., Letter from Jewell A. Harper, Chief of Region 4's
Air Enforcement Branch to Ron Methier of the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (July
20, 1995) (determining that United Technologies Corp. and Precision Components International,
Inc. are one source for Title V applicability purposes in the situation where United Technologies
owns 50% of Precision Components and the Wertheimer Group owns the other 50% and directs
the operational management of Precision Components); 69 Am.Jur.2d, Secunities Regulation-
Federal, §10 (1993) (“It is recognized that the potentiality of exercising a controlling influence
upon the activities of a corporation may exist in more than one person at the same time, and that a
finding of control cannot be rebutted by asserting the existence of control in others.”)(citing In the
Matter of More nufacturin ration, 1941 SEC LEXIS 692 (July 9, 1941)(finding that
Moreau’s management and policies are subject to controlling interests by International Hydro-
Electric System, Niagara Hudson Power Corporation and Finch, Pruyn and Company, Inc., where
each have equal ownership control and power to vote even though day to day supervision is
provided by Niagara Hudson)).




In conclusion, because Dupont and DDE are under common control (using the SEC definition of
control in Title 17 of the CFR), have the same first 2-digit SIC code, are contiguous, and
combined emissions exceed the major source thresholds, Dupont and DDE are one major
stationary source for Title V applicability purposes. This determination pursuant to the Clean Air
Act does not change the June 6, 1997 response provided by Dr. Maria J. Doa, Chief of the Toxics
Release Inventory Branch, finding that Dupont and DDE are separate facilities under Section 313
of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPRCA). The purposes for
defining “facility” under EPRCA are distinguishable from the purposes for defining “major
stationary source” under the CAA. In addition, while Dupont and DDE are one major stationary
source for Title V applicability purposes, the EPA would like to point out that permitting
authorities have discretion to issue two permits and name two responsible officials for the two
facilities (if the named persons meet the definition in 40 CFR §70.2) as long as all emission units,
emissions and applicable requirements are accounted for.’

This letter is not intended to supersede existing federal or state regulations. Because New Jersey
is the Title V permitting authonity for the subject facility, questions regarding New Jersey laws
and regulations under the States’s Title V program should be directed in the first instance to the
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Operating Permits Group. Under Title V
of the CAA, EPA assures compliance with the CAA, applicable implementation plans, and the
requirements of part 70, in part through its 45-day review and objection opportunity, and in part
through its enforcement authority. The positions set forth in this letter are intended solely as
guidance and do not represent final Agency action. These guidance statements are not ripe for
judicial review. Moreover, this letter is not intended, nor can it be relied upon, to create any
rights enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States. If you have any questions
about this letter, please contact Argie Cirillo of Region 2's Office of Regional Counsel at 212-
637-3203.

Sincerely,

Steven C. Riva, Chief
Permitting Section, Air Programs Branch

ce: John Walke, OGC
Kirt Cox, OAQPS
Michele Dubow, OAQPS
Maria Doa, EPCRA
Tom Micai, NJDEP

’See supra note 3, John Seitz Memorandum (explaining multiple responsible officials).







s, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
- Ti REGION Vill
¢ 999 18th STREET - SUITE 500
@Lm@j DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2466
May 21, 1998
Ref: 8P2-A

Lynn Menlove, Manager

New Source Review Section
Utah Division of Air Quality
P.O. Box 144820

Sale Lake City, UT 84114-4820

Re:  Response 1o Request for Guidance in
Defining Adjacent with Respect to Source
Aggregation

Dear Mr. Menlove:

This is in response 0 your letter of January 15, 1998, to Mike Owens of my staff,
requesting guidance and/or specific recommendations in the matter of Utlity Trailer
Manufacturing Company. For the purpose of determining if two Utility Trailer facilities should
or should not be aggregated into a single source under Clean Air Act Title V and New Source
Review permitting programs, you asked what is the specific physical distance associated with the
definition of “adjacent.” The word “adjacent” is part of the definition of "source” in the Utah
SIP regulations, at R307-1-1. The SIP definition follows the Federal definition found in 40 CFR
51.166.

In brief, our answer is that the distance associated with “adjacent” must be considered
on a case-by-case basis. This is explained in the preamble o the August 7, 1980 PSD rules.
which says “EPA is unable to say precisely at this point how far apart activities must be in order
to be treated separately. The Agency can answer that question only through case-by-case
determinations.” After searching the New Source Review Guidance Notebook, and after querying
the other Regions and EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, we have found no
evidence that any EPA office has ever attempted to indicate a specific distance for “adjacent™ on
anything other than a case-by-case basis. We could not find any previous EPA determination for
any case that is precisely like Utility Trailer, i.e., two facilities under common control, with the
same primary 2-digit SIC code, located about a mile apart, both producing very similar products.
but claimed by the company o be independent production lines.

Utah SIP regulations do not define “adjacent.” The definition in the 1995 edition of
Webster’'s New College Dictionary is: 1. Close to; nearby, or 2. Next to; adjoining. We realize
this leaves considerable gray area for interpretation; however, since the term “adjacent” appears
in the Utah SIP as part of the definition of “source,” any evaluation of what is “adjacent” must
relate to the guiding principle of a common sense notion of “source.” (The phrase “common




sense notion” appears on page 52695 of the August 7, 1980 PSD preamble, with regard to how
to define “source.”) Hence, a determination of “adjacent” should include an evaluation of
whether the distance between two facilities is sufficiently small that it enables them to operate as
a single “source.” Below are some types of questions that might be posed in this evaluation, as
it pertains to Utility Trailer. Not all the answers to these questions need be positive for two
facilities to be considered adjacent.

-- Was the location of the new facility chosen primarily because of its proximity to the
existing facility, to enable the operation of the two facilities to be integrated? In other
words, if the two facilities were sited much further apart, would that significantly affect
the degree to which they may be dependent on each other?

- Will materials be routinely transferred between the facilities? Supporting evidence for this
could include a physical link or transportation link between the facilities, such as a
pipeline, railway, special-purpose or public road, channel or conduit.

-- Will managers or other workers frequently shuttle back and forth to be involved actively
in both facilities? Besides production line staff, this might include maintenance and repair
crews, or security or administrative personnel.

- Will the production process itself be split in any way between the facilities, i.e., will one
facility produce an intermediate product that requires further processing at the other
facility, with associated air pollutant emissions? For example, will components be
assembled at one facility but painted at the other?

One illustration of this type of evaluation involved Great Salt Lake Minerals in Utah,
which we wrote to you about on August 8, 1997, in response to your inquiry. (See enclosure #1.)
We recommended, as EPA guidance, that you treat the two GSLM facilities as a single source
(i.e., “adjacent™), despite the fact that they are a considerable distance apart (21.5 miles). We
based that advice on the functional inter-relationship of the facilities, evidenced in part by a
dedicated channel between them. We wrote that the lengthy distance between the facilities “is not
an overriding factor that would prevent them from being considered a single source.”

Another illustration is ESCO Corporation in Portland, Oregon, which operates two metal
casting foundries (a “Main Plant” and a “Plant 3"), a couple of blocks apart. All castings
produced by foundries at both facilities are coated, packaged and shipped at the “Main Plant”.
EPA Region 10 wrote to the State of Oregon on August 7, 1997 (see enclosure #2), that the
guiding principle in evaluating whether the two facilities are “adjacent” is “the common sense
notion of a plant. That is, pollutant emitting activities that comprise or support the primary
product or activity of a company or operation must be considered part of the same stationary
source.” EPA determined that the two ESCO facilities must be considered a single major
stationary source, since they function together in that manner, even though the Plant 3 foundry
operates independently from the Main Plant foundry.

2




Another illustration is Anheuser-Busch in Fort Collins, Colorado, which operates a
brewery and landfarm about six miles apart. A memo from OAQPS to our Regional Office, dated
August 27. 1996 (see enclosure #3), stated that with regard to “contiguous or adjacent,” the
facilities should be treated as one source, due to their functional inter-relationship (landfarm as
an integral part of the brewery operations), evidenced in part by a disposal pipeline between them.
The fact that they are a considerable distance apart “does not support a PSD determination that
the brewery proper and the landfarm constitute separate sources for PSD purposes.”

Another illustration is Acme Steel Company, which operates an integrated steel mill
consisting of coke ovens and blast furnaces at a site in Chicago, Illinois. along with basic oxygen
furnaces, casting and hot strip mill operations at a site in Riverdale, Illinois, about 3.7 miles
away. The blast furnace in Chicago produces hot metal that is transported via commercial rail 1o
the BOF shop in Riverdale for further processing into steel. EPA Region 5 wrote to the State of
Illinois on March 13, 1998 (see enclosure #4), that “Although the two sites are separated by Lake
Calumet, landfills, 1-94, and the Little Calumet River, USEPA considers that the close proximity
of the sites, along with the interdependency of the operations and their historical operation as one
source, as sufficient reasons to group these two facilities as one.”

Therefore, in the matter of Utility Trailer, we recommend you evaluate, using questions
such as those we posed above, whether the two facilities (one existing and one proposed for
construction) will, in fact, operate independently of each other, as the company has claimed.
Athough Utility Trailer writes that “The present facility is not capable of conversion to the new
trailer manufacturing process,” they also write that the existing facility is “an inefficient
manufacturing process which has made this facility less cost-competitive.” This suggests to us
the possibility that the existing facility could become a support facility for the new one. The
company should be advised that if the two facilities are later discovered by the State and/or EPA
to be actually operating as a single major source, and no Title V or PSD permit applications have
been submitted where required by regulation, the company could become subject to State or EPA
enforcement action or citizen suit.

Finally, please be aware that if the facilities are treated as two separate sources, no
emission netting between them can be allowed, to avoid major source NSR permitting at either
facility, in the event of future facility modifications.

We hope this letter will be helpful. [t has been written only as guidance, as it remains the
State’s responsibility to make source aggregation determinations under EPA-approved State
programs and regulations. This letter has been reviewed by specialists at OAQPS, by our Office
of Regional Counsel, and by Office of General Counsel at EPA Headquarters. We apologize for
the delay in getting our response (o you.




If you have questions. please contact Mike Owens. He is at at (206) 553-6511 until late
June. after which he may be reached at (303) 312-6440.

Sincerely,

Richard R. Long

Director
Air Program
Enclosures (4)
ce: Rick Sprott, Utah DAQ
Scott Manzano, Utah DAQ
Jose Garcia, Utah DAQ
4
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AGREEMENT WITH MODIFICATIONS
Mailed Date: November 2, 1998
Adopted Date: October 2, 1998
TABLE OF CONTENTS
T . BY THE COMMISSION ... it ittt ittt eannaaonsssranusonn 2
A. Background ....... .. it i e rres e 2
B. Settlement Agreement .......cev0eeauas e cneaaa e as e 7
1. Discussion on Segmented Bidding ............ teee e 8
2. Discussion on Fort St. Vrain Phase 3 ..........000.n.. 17
3. Discussion on the Proposed Tieline Between Public
Service and Scuthwestern Public Service Cocmpany ...... 18
4., Discussion on the Contingency Plan ........c.ccevenean.. 19
5. Discussion on Econometric Modeling ......... ... 20
6. Discussion on Valmont Unit 5 Turbine Blade Project ... 22
7. Discussion on Near-Term Supply Adequacy -cceovevvnn... 23
8. Discussion on Other Rule Waivers Regquested in the
Settlement AgGreemMent . .....cceeuueereeacnssnsoncosnnas 28
9. Discussion on Issues in Response to the Settlement
Agreement .. ... i e i iiee e 27
II. ORDER ittt ittnn oo tniiittieeanoeeaaeeceeenneesonenensanas 28
A. The Commission Orders That: ...cvviiinrerenerennnneranann. 239
B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS’ WEEKLY MEETING .. ..-v.icunncnns 23
IZI. COMMISSIONER VINCENT MAJKOWSKI CONCURRING, IN PART, AND
DISSENTING, IN PRART: ...ttt ttoremennccacaeceaaanennssnnnn 29




Iv. COMMISSIONER R. BRENT ALDERFER CONCURRING, IN PART, AND
DISSENTING, IN PART: ... ... .. .. iiiiiiecrnannn B ¥/

I. BY THE COMMISSION

A. Background
1. on July 17, 1998, Public Service Company of

Colorado (“Public Service” or the “Company”) filed an application
for waiver of a portion of rules 4§ CCR 723-21-9.2.% and 4 CCR
723-21-9.2.2 and requested a shortened notice period. By
Decision No. C98-702, the Commission construed the application as
a motion for waiver in the instant docket and granted a shortened
respense time. Responses tc tha motion were received by the
Colorado Independent Energy Association (“CIEA”), the Colorado
Governor’s Office of Energy Consarvation (T™OEC”), the Colcrado

Renewable Energy Society (“CRES”), the Colorado Sustainability

Project (“CSP”), Conserve-pA-Watt Lighting, Inc., Lhe Denver Water

Board (“DWB”), the Land and Water Fund of the Rockies, the Metro
Wastewater Reclamation District, North American Power Group
("NAPG”), and the Staff of the Commission (“Staff”). In general,
the responses addrass more than the simple issue of whether the
Commission shculd grant a waiver of rules 4 CCR 723-21-9.2.6 (to
allow bid amendments by existing bidders following a change in the
utility’s planning assumption) and 4 CCR 723-21-9.2.2 (timing for

holding bid conference). The responses gquestion whether the




proposed modificaticns to the bidding parameters would be
sufficient to induce enough bids to address the shortfall described
in Public Service’s motion. The responses also put forth a wvariety
of options regarding the manner in which any rebidding for resource
needs should be conducted.

2. As a result of the responses, the Commission set
the matrer £for hearing and conducted eight days of heariag
between 2Bugust 28, 1998 and September 18, 1998. In addition to
the parties £iling written responses to the Company’s motion,
hearing parcticipants included the City of Bouldar, Colorado,
Colorado Interstate Gas Compary, Coiorado Mining Association, the
Colorado 0ffice of Consumar Counsel, Enron Win;:l Development
Corp., K N Energy, Inc. (“KN”), and Tri-State Transmission and
Generation Association, Inc. At the hearing, Exhibits 1 through
17 were admitted.

3. During the hearing, many of the parties questioned
and chastised Public Service’s commitment and approach to its
1996 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”). Furthermore, the Company
stated that it was attempting to negotiate a settlement agreement
amcng all the parties for resolution of its entire IRP not Jjust
the instant motj.on. Public Service believed it could file a
settlement agreement by September 21, 1998. At the conclusion of

the hearing on September 18, 1998, the Commission permitted

! The onceduxal history of this case prior to this date 1is contained in
the stipulation attached to this ozdez.

3




parties to summarize their position either orally that day oz in
Wwriting by the close of business September 22, 1998. The
Commission also set aside September 25, 1998 for deliberations in
this docket and Docket Nos. 97A-521E?® and 98M-351E.’ Written
closing statements were filed by CIEA, NAPG, KN, and Staff. The
deliberations were intended to resolve the issues in this docket
regardless of whether a settlement had been reached.

4. Prior to the start of the deliberations on
September 25, 1998, the Company filed a letter in the instant
docket stating that the settlement discussions had .advanced well

beyond %he conceptual stage and, in fact, Public Service and

nearly all of the active parties in the case had reached.

agreement on most of the issues presented in this proceeding.
The letter indicated that Public Service would file the
settlement agreement concerning Docket No. 37A-297E by the close
of business on September 28, 1998.

S. The Commission conducted the -deliberations for
Docket Nos. 97A-S521E and 98M-351E as scheduled, but postpcned the
deliberations in the instant docket based on the latter.
October 2, 1998 - was set as the deliberation date for the
Company’s motion for wavier. The Commission believed that in the

event the settlement agreement was <filed on September 28, 1998,

¢ This 4is the application related ta the Cormpany’s Valmont Unit 5
Turbine Blade Project.

> This s the miscellanesus docket regarding the Near-Temm Electrzic

Supply Adequacy of Public Serviece,
4
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nonsignatory parties should have the opportunity to respond to
the settlement agreement. As a resglt, the Company was directed
to hand deliver the settlement to all parties on the day it was
filed with the Commission, and the nonsignatory parties were
given one day to £file their responses. The Commission also
stated that it would, at the October 1, 1998 Commissioners’
Weekly Meeting, determine if additional hearings were necessary
based on either the terms of the stipulation or the responses of
the nonsignatory parties.

6. On September 28, 1998, the Company filed a joint
motion o accept a stipulatien and settlement agreement and for
partial reconsideration of the decisions reaéhed by the
Commission in Docket Nos. 97A-521E and 98M-351E on the ground
that the settlement agreement actually reached addressed ths
merits of these dockets. On September 29, 1998, the Company
filed a motion to supplement the settlement agreement and for
waiver of response time. The purpose of the supplemént was to
substitute certain signatory pages in the settlement.

7. Raesponses to the settlement were filad by CSP,
DWB, and Green Colorado' on September 29, 1998. On September 30,

1998, the OEC filed a motion to late-file its response along with

‘ Green Colorade is not a party to this proceeding. However, the

Commissicn will consider the content of its filing and assign .4t the
appropriate weight. On October 5, 1598, Green Colorado submitted another
lattcer to the Commission. The Commission will not consider this lettez since
it was received after our deliberzaticns.

S




its response. In its response, CSP stated that it was
disappointed with the small amount of set asides for renewables
and Demand-Side Management (“DSM”) provided for in the settlement
agreament; however, it was more troubled by the new waivers being
requested. The DWB requests in its response that the Commission
clérify the phrase "“to accommodate light loading conditiomns.” 1In
its response, Green Colorado stated that it wanted the bid
evaluation criteria to incorporate the eight interests contained
in the Basis and Purpose section of the Commission’s IRP rules.
Additionally, Green Colorado believed the l5-year contract length
will not be available to second round renewable resource bidders
who did not bid in the first round. The OEC stated in its
response that it wants the Commission to restore the integrity of
the IRP process and change the level of Commission oversight.
This restoration would include: ensuring that the IRP produces
the best mix of rescurces at the lowest reasonable costs;
ensuring that the process is fair to all; seeing that the IRP
rules are followed; and taking an active role in an oversight

capacity to “keep IRP on the tracks.”

8. At the October 1, 1998 Commissioners’ Weekly'

Meeting, th; Commission determined that no additional hearings
ware required based on either the terms of the settlement or the
responses of the nonsignatory parties.

9. Now being duly advised in the premises, the
Commission finds that: (1) the Company’s motion to supplement

6
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the settlement agreement for certain signatory pages and waiver
of response time should be granted; (2) the OEC’s motion to late-
file its response To the settlement agreement should be granted:
(3) the joint motion to accept the settlement agreement, with
minor modifications as discussed below should be granted; (4) the
Company’s waiver request for rules, 4 CCR 723-21-9.2.6 and 4 CCR
723-21-9.2.2 should be gracted consistent with the settlement
agreement; and (5) partial reconsideration of the Commission’s
decisions in Docket Nos. 97A-S21Z and 98M-3S1E is appropriate.’

B. Settlament Agreement
The settlement agreement (attached as Exhibit A to this

rder) provides, in general, for the following terms: segmented
pidding; Fort St. Vrain Phase 3 to be in-service by summer of
2001; the Public Service-Southwestern Public Service tieline to
be =removed as a planning assumption for the 1996 IRP; a
contingency plan, in the évent insufficient bids.are received in
the second round of bidding that is to be conducted; an
investigation into certain aspects of the Company’s econometric
forecasting process; treatment of the Valmont Unit 5 Turbine
Blade Project outside of the IRP process; a waiver of IRP rules
for the Company to acquire up to 156 MW for up to three years in
order to meet its Near-Term Electric Supply Adequacy needs; and a

waiver of various other IRP rules.

} separate ordars will be issued in Docket Nos. 97A-521F and 98M-351E to
memorialize the Commission’s rulings.
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1. Discussion on Segmentad Bidding

a. Under the terms of the settlement agreement,
there would be segmented bidding for the resource needs
identified in Appendix A to the settlement agreement. The
segqmented bidding would be divided into four segments: an up to
676 MW of firm supply-side segment, a 25 MW of wind segment, an
up to 15.5 MW of non-wind renewable segment, and an up to S10
million DSM segment. Ali first round bidders would have the
option of receiving either a refund of their bid application Zee
or applying their bid application fee to a bid submitted in the
segmented bidding.

b. With respect to the up to 676 Mﬁ firm supcly-
side resources, 2ublic Servize will seek proposals for supply
side resources to be on-line by the summer of 2000 and will offer
a seven year contract life (May 1, 2000 to April 30, 2007). As
part of the settlement, Public Service would: identify possible
sites within its service territory to mitigate the transmission
and ancillary costs related to conmnection to the Company’'s
system; assist in identifying environmental constraints for sites
the Company identifies; assist in identifying availability of
natural gas transportation capacity:; identify the preferred
resource types, sizes, and bid evaluation criteria; not require
bidders: a) to provide financial pro formas; b) to identify fuel
price or contracts: ¢) to identify heat use characteristics; and

d) to affcrd the Company a £first right of refusal to purchase the

8
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bidder’s proposed project(s). Additionally, Public Service
affiliates submitting bids shall do so on the same contract terms
as non-affiliate bidders, and Public Service, at its own expense,
shall retain a third-party evaluator to review the bids.
Finally, all first round bidders must resubmit their bid(s) if
the bid is tc be considered in the second round. The Company
intends to execute firm contracts with winning bidders by
January 31, 1999.

c. The 25 MW wind segment would not be included
for purposes of meeting the 676 MW need for the summer of 2000,
but, depending upon the outcome of a future study about the
capacity value of wind, may serve to reduce post;2001 resourca
needs. The bidcders for the wind segment will be limited to first
round bidders only. The first round bidders will have the
opportunity to modify their bids and successful wind resource
bidders will be offered 15 year contracts. The  Company intends
to a‘Lward the wind resource bid(s) by February 28, 1999. Public
Service agrees, under terms of the settlement agreement, to:
provide as much guidance as practical regarding how wind bids
will be evaluated; examine, in addition to price, other factors*
in selecting winning bids; 4include the cost of these wind
rescurces in its general base rates or as a component of its

gnergy cost that is recovered through the Company’s Incentive

® These include line losses, local system benefits and on-peak energy
deliveries.
9
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Cost Adjustment (VICA"); provide a wind resource capacity
valuation mechanism for incorporation iato the 1999 IRP process;
and to coordinate both the substance and timing of the
announcement of this 25 MW resourée commitment with the
participants in the Company’s WindSource Marketing Advisory
Committee.’

d. The up to 15.5 MW non-wind renewable segment
will be limited to those projects bid in the first round. The
non-wind renewadble resources will be included as capacity and
will be used to satisfy a portion of the year.2000 676 MW
resource need. The first round bidders will be given the
oprortunity to modify their bids and winning bids will be offered
15 year contracts. The contracts to be offered by the Company
will not require non-wind renewable bidders to afford Public
Service the first ;ight of refusal to purchase the bidder’s
project and will include a provision to tie payments to
performance. Public Service intends to execute contracts with
non-wind renewable resource bidders by January 31, 1999, for an
in-service date of the summer of 2000.

e. The DSM segment would be acquired over the
next four years, through the year 2002. The Company agrees to

commit, in total, up to $10 million in two bid procasses to

' This commitment includes the spending of at least 135 pezcent ¢f the

advertising budge= for WindSource to announce the wind-energy resocuzce
commitment and To encourage additional customers to sign-up for WindSoucce.

10




acquire cost-effective DSM. The first $5 million bid program
would begin early in 1999 and focus on residential air
conditioning load control and lighting measures for commercial
customers with load opportunities below 20 kw. The second $5
million pid program would bs increased to the extent any of the
first S5 million bid program remains unsubscribed. The second $5
million bid program would be implemented following the completicn
of the Bid 2000 program’ and would involve a more comprehensive
approach to commercial facilities. Under the terms of the
settlement agreement, for purposes of its resource planning,
Public Service will reduce its peak requirement Dby 30 MW
beginning in 2001, Pursuant to the stipulation, tﬁe third-party
administrative, measurement and verification costs, in addition
to the costs of the DSM measures undertaken, would be eligible
for recovery through the Company’s Demand Side Management Cost
Adjustment Clause (“DSMCA”) over a five year peribdbd.

L. The Commission accepts the. settlement
agreement’s segmented bidding apprcach. However, the Commission
offers the following comments on segmented bidding. One of the
eight interests contained in the Basis and Purpose section of the
IRP rules is the development of a diversified electric resource

portfolio. A diversified resource portfolio benefits the Company

° This program was the result of a stipulation zeached by the Company in
its merger docket with Southwestern Public Service Company. See Exhibit No. 2
in Docket No. $S5A-S31zG.
11
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and ratepayers since it helps to mitigate fuel price fluctuations
and fuel dependency, in addition to any environmental benefits
which may occur when renewable resources are deployed. As part
of the settlement agreement, the parties agree that the 4,835 MW
peak experienced by the Company on &uly 13, 1998, is an
appropriate planning assumption for the 1996 IRP process. We
would note that under the settlement agreement, the non-
traditional resources to be acquired will account for less than
two percent of this peak load. The Commission believes this is
low. Thus, we encourage Public Service to consider increasing
the ratio of non-traditional resources to traditicnal resources
in the future. A

g. Another contested item during the hearings
was the contract length asscciated with firm supply-side
rescurces. Public Service’s initidl Request for Proposal ("RFP")
had a two-year contract length for firm supply<side resources.
As explained by Company witness Stoffel, this was due in large
part tec the legislative uncertainty surrounding possible retail
wheeling and the Company’s desire to avoid uneconomic contracts
and to have.resource rlexibility. Based on the evidence on these
issues as well as tﬁat regarding the optimal contract length from
the prospective bidder, the Commission finds that a longer
contract length, uUp to ten years, 1is appropriate. Since the
settlemant agreenment has settled on a seven-year contract length,

the Commission will accept the term as reasonable.

12
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h. In reviewing the settlement agreement, it
appears that for both the wind and non-wind renewable segments,
the bidders are limited to first round bidders only. Thus, any
new wind and new non-wind renewable resource bidders must compete
in the firm supply-side bid segment. The Commission notes that
in the first RFP, when the Company did not have segmented
bidding, Public Service offered 15 year contracts to both wind
and non-wind renewable resocurces provided they were bidding firm
supply-side resources. However, under the terms of the
settlement agreement firm, such bidders would be. offered only
seven year contracts. The Commission finds this limitation to be
unacceptable. The Commission therefore requires éhat wind and
non-wind renewaple resource bids be modeled for up to 15 years
and offered up to 15 year contracts if they are selected as a
winning bid within the firm supply-side segment. This conclusion
is consistent with the Commission’s declaration that the Company
should seek more wind and non-wind renewable resources in the
future.

i. Additionally, with respect to the 25 MW wind
segment, thgro is no showing on the record thﬁt the choice of 25
MW wind resource allocation offers the greatest economies of
scale for installation of wind ganaration. For this reason the
Commission will require Public Service to conduct an analysis and
file a report, no later than March 31, 1999, describing the

aeconomies of scale of SO0 MW versus 25 MW of wind resources and

13




avaluating the average system rate impact of different levels of
wind resources. Public Service shall further account for the
results of these analyses in its 1999 draft IRP. Consistent with
these analyses, the Commissicn further authorizes Public Saervice
at its discretion to increase up to 50 MW the wind segment to be

acquired under the settlement agreement as modified by this

Order.

j. At the hearing, Public Service proposed to
raduce the maximum bid fee frem $10,000 to $5,000. The Company
also proposed that if a bidder submits variations of the same
project, each varziation would require a separate bid fee. The
settlement agreement provides that the Public Servicas agrees to
refund any bid fees submitted by bidders in response to the first
round bidders, or to apply the bid fee to the resource selection
process contained in the settliement agreement. However, the
settlement agreement is silent on the bid fees under the
segmented bidding described praviously. We will accept the
Company’s hearing position regarding the maximum bid fee of
$5,000 for each bid. Thus, any £first round bidder should be
refunded that amount of its bid fee in excess of $5,000.

k. Furthermore, Rule 4§ CCR 723-21-8.2.3 provides
that the reasonable expenses incurred by the utility in
conducting the IRP ccmpetitive resource acquisicioﬂ'process, less
the application fee, shall be recoverable from customers. To the

extent the lowering of the bid application fees results in
4
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additional expenses being incurred by the Company, customers and
not the Company will bear these costs. The Commission finds this
resul: unacceptable. We concur with the OEC that the Company did
artificially limit the number of Zirst round bidders through the
two-year firm supply-side coantract length. We also believe that
while the Company claims to have complied with the letter of the
IRP rules in propesing to use price as its primary criteria for
pid evaluation purposes, it too served to limit the number of
bidders. The Commission believes this skewed weighting approach
does not support the spirit of the IRP rules which have eight
palancing criteria. Therefore, to the extent that the reduction
in first round bidders’ bid fees from $10,000 to SS,OOO and the
related expense incurred in pursuing a second round of bids
results in the Company incurring additional expenses related to
its 1996 IRP, the Company and not customers shall bear ;hese
costs. The Company shall explicitly identify these disallowed
costs in its next earnings test.

1. As it relates to the bid fee for variations
on the same project, Company witness Rhodes acknowledged that the
pid fees were not costs-based, but were subjectivaly determined.
Public Service argues that if bidders can submit variations of
the same project.under a single bid fee, bidders would abuse this
privilege with excessive variations. The Commission agrees with
this reasoning; however, we alsc believe that there are certain
economies of scale in modeling nearly identical bids. Therefore,

15
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the Commission finds that variations of bids shall have a maximum
bid fee of §3,000. Consistent with the previous paragraph, to
the extent that the reduction in first round bidders’ bid fees
for variations of the same project from $10,000 to $3,000 results
in the Company incurring additional expenses related to its 1996
IRP, the Company and not customers shall bear these costs.
Likewise, the Company shall explicitly identify these disallowed
costs in its next earnings test.

m. Finally, under the settlement agreement, the
third-party administrative costs, the measurement and
verification costs, and the costs of the DSM measures undertaken
would be eligible for recovery through the DSMCA ovér a five year
period following their installation. This is treatment is
consistent with that pertaining to the Company’s last DSM program
whereby only the actual DSM program costs incurred were eligible
for recovery through the DSMCA and no incentive payments were
awarded to the Company.’ The Commission accepts the parties
resolution of the DSM cost recovery issue; however, as noted in
Decision No. C96-1235,*" the Commission believes that ultimately
DSM should be provided without utility support once a more robust
energy *efficiency market emerges in a competitive electric

utility industry. As a result, the Commission encourages the

' See, Exhibit Ne. 2, page 4, in Docket No. 95A-531EG. Exhibit Ne. 2
was approved in Decision Neo. C396-1235.

% sees, page 75, paragraph e.
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parties to be creative in designing and implementing the various
DSM proposals. The Commission challenges the parties to
leverage the $10 million as much as possible so as to not stunt
the growth in the energy efficiency market.
2. Discussion on Fort St. Vrain Phase 3

a. Under the terms of the settlement agreement,
the Company agrees to submit an application for a Certificate of
Public Conveniencé and Necessity (“CPCN”) to construct Fort St.
Vrain Phase 3 (“FSV3”) no later than January 29, 1999. FSV3 will
be a 214 MW rate base plant with an in-service date beginning in
the summer of 2001. The settlement agreement notes that as a
result of the FSV3 in-service date, the Company nee&s up to 29 Mw
more of additional capacity during the summer peak of 2001. The
settlement a&reement provides that the 29 MW will be bid during
the new firm supply-side RFP process.

b. During the hearing, many parties noted that
FSV3 should have special treatment in the IR? proéess due to:
the legacy issues associated with the plant’s operating history;
the fact that certain existing assets costs were “front;end
loaded” intg phases 1 and 2, with no allocation for existing
assats bheing assignéd to phase 3; the anticipated low generation
costs of this plant. The Commission agrees with these reasons
and believes that FSV3 should be exempt from the firm supply—sidé

competitive bidding process.

17




c. Although not directly stated in the
settlement agreement, the Commission finds that the term “rate
base plant” would bestow a 30-year depreciable life and actual
cost of service treatment for rate making purposes on FSV3. As
discussed in more detail below, under the centingency plan
section, the Commission views FSV3 as a facility provided under
the Company’s obligation tc serve as a Provider of Last Rescrt
(“POLR") .

3. Discussion on the Proposed Tieline Between Public
Servica and Southwestern Public Service Company

a. The settlement agreement provides that the
Company agrees to submit an application for a CPCN %to construct 2
transmission tieline between Public Service and Southwaestern
public Service Company prior to the end of 1998. For purposes of
this IRP, the Company will remove the tieline from its planning
assumptions. Instead, the Pudlic Service w%ll address the
impacts of the tieline, if any, in the planning assumptions
associated with its 1999 IR2.

b. Without passing Jjudgment on whaether the

tieline is a resource or a means to access generation resources, -

and whether ‘any resources transmitted over the proposed tieline,
need to be bid in an IRP context, the Commission accepts the

parties resolution of this issue.

18
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4. Discussion cn the Contingency Plan

a. As part of the settlement agreement, the
Company will develop 2 contingency plan for the 1999 to 2002 time
period." This plan would be triggered in the event there is
less than 676 MW of firm capacity bid in response to the next
round of bidding.¥ Public Service would notify the Commission
if# it resorts to the contingeancy plan. The settlement provides
that Public Service shall be able to request that capacity
installed by the Company pursuant to this contingency plan be
included in the Company’s electric rate base and be priced on a
cost-of-service basis.

b. The Commission believes that cénsistent wizh
its status as a regulated public utility, the Company is required
to own or control sufficient resources to meet the fim
electricity needs of its customers. This obligation to sexrve has
been referred to as a POLR. While few would dispute Public
Service’s POLR obligation, it appears to create a double standard
for resources acguired under our IRP rules.

c. As discussed above, under the settlement,
FSV3 would receive a 30-year depreciable life and cost-of-service

rate treatment. Some non-POLR bidders might argue that it is

}* See, Confidential Appendix B to the settlement agreement.
2 The issue of acceptability of bids with uneconomic prices was not
sectly addressed by the settlement. The Commission hopes that the Company
would exercise good judgment and discard clearly uneconomic bids in faver of
its contingency plan.
19




unfair for the Company’s proposed POLR resources to receive in
essence a 30-year contract when they can only raceive a seven-
year contract under.the segmented bidding for their firm supply-
side resources. The Commission notes that, under the settlement,
these POLR —rcesources are triggered only when there 1is
insufficient resources bid under the RFP process. Thus, the
settlement internds to fill the Company’s resource need through a
competitive market response with the Company and its affiliates
competing on the same teIxs and conditions as other bidders. 1IC
is only when an insufficient amount of bids are received that the
contingency plan is triggered. Thus, we £ind that the concerns
of the non-POLR bidders are not warranted and that éhis result is
acceptable for the 1296 IRP.

Q. However for the 1999 IRP, the Commissiocn
believes the Company should @evelop a contingency plan in advancse
of issuing its RFP. In issuing the 1999 R¥P,” Public Service
should disclcse the price of the lowest cost firmm supply-side
contingency plart. This would, in effect, become a ceiling for
testing the economics of non-POLR bids in the 1899 IRP.

S. Discussion on Econometric Modeling

) a. ’As part of the settlement agreement, the
Company agrees that before the new supply-side RFP bids are
received, it will evaluate its econometric demand forecasting
model. Publiz Service will determine: whether and how it should
incorporate service territory-specific eccnomic  variables;

20




whether and how it should incorporate weather variables; whether
and how it should consider incorporating the results of its air
conditioning saturation and rate-class information studies.

Moreover, the Company agrees TO Trepozt to the Commission by
November 30, 1999, the results of its evaluation of its

econometric demand forecastiag models with either the specific
changes made to its econometric models or the identification of
an alternative model. Finally, Public Service .agrees to
calculate an explicit winter coincident peak forecast and high
and low demand forecasts and to use these forecasts as part of
the new supply-side RFP analysis.

b. Bs discussed above, the baﬁis for the
Company’s identified resource need is the actual system peak of
4,835 MW on July 13, 1998, This system peak is then increased by
a four-year trend analysis of Public Service’s peak. The
Company’s forecasting ability has recently come under ;crutiny in
1ight of recent record demand and resulting rolling blackouts.
Company witness Marks explained that this forecasted growth is
not based on demographic or eccnomic growth factors. Instead, it
was subjectively derived.

c. Although the Commission will accept this
subjective demand forecast as the basis for need determination in
this IRP, the Commission believes a true econometric demand
forecast is superior to a subjective one. The Commission hopes
the investigation and reporting requirements contained in the

21
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settiement agreement will identify and correct the Company’s
econometric demand forecasting Pprocess. Thae Commission notes
that while these investigation and reporting requirements are
nearly identical to those to be ordereﬁ in Docket No. 98M=-351E,
the Commission will require that the information be filed in both
dockets. In sum, the Commission accepts these provisions of the
settlement agreement, without modification.
6. Discussion on Valment Unit 5 Turbine Blade Project

a. One of the provisions of the settlement
agreement is a recommendation by tha parties® to the Commission
to grant a CPCN for the Valmont Unit 5 Turbine Blade Project
(*Valmont Project”). As a resuit, Public Service Qill not have
to bid the 11 MW of capacity improvement related to the Valmont
Project in the new supply-side bid segment. Additionally, the
Company can seek recovery of the Valmont Project costs through
existing recovery methods. The settlement further provides that
public Service agrees not to seek a waiver within the next two
years of Rule 4 CCR 723-21-9.1.4 with respect to improvements or
modifications to existing utility generation facilities that
would changg the production capability by more than 10 MW and
that have an estimated costs greater than 510 million.

b. Based on the above-described agreement, the

parties have sought reconsideration of the Commission’s oral

1 crea, Public Service, and Staff aze the only partiss in Docket No.
97A-521E.
22




e e v e Mt ee 4 iv clem e e ot - e e e s -~
- - _—rm em—— - emm— o~

ruling of September 25, 1998 regarding the Valmont Project. That
ruling required the Valmont Project be competitively bid in a
future round of bidding. The parties believe the resclution
contained in the settlement agreement is reasonable and
appropriate and therefore request that a CPCN be granted.

c. Because all of the parties to the Valmont
Project case advocate acceptance of this term of the settlement
agreement, the Commission will grant reconsideration of its
September 25, 1998 ruling. Since the Commission does not want to
discourage the Company from pursuing cost-effective efficiency
improvements during the next two years, the Commission encourages
the Company $To present thesg projects for Coxmis'sion approval
should they be pursued. A separate, more comprehensive order in
Docket No. 97A-521E will be issued accordingly at which time the
CPCN will be granted.

7. Discussion on Near-Term Supply Adequacy

a. The settlement agreement p:ovides that the
Company has identified a resource need for the twelve months
ending September 30, 1999 of 156 MW. The parties support
Commission vapproval of a waiver of the portions of the
competitive resource process acquisition process rules set forth
at 4 CCR 723-21-9 as necessary for up to a three year period and
for up to 156 MW for the purpose of meeting the Company’s short-
term neads. To the extent Public Service contracts for up to 156
megawatts for 1999, 2000, and 2001, the identified 676 MW need
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for the summer of 2000 and the 29 MW need for 2001 will be
reduced accordingly. The Company also agrees to provide the
Commission, under seal, the results of the 156 MW resource need
acquisition process on or before January 31, 1999.

b. In che Joint Motion to Accept Stipulation and
Settlement Agreement and for Partial Reconsideration, the parties
seek reconsideration of the Commission’s oral ruling of September
25, 1998 that no waiver of IR? rules should be granted at this
time in the event Public Service negotiates contracts of more
ehan twelve months in length. This oral ruling.requires the
Company to come forward with applications on a contract-by-
contract basis to obtain waivers of the IRP rules.. The parties
to the settlement believe this would be inefficient and
potentially very time consuming.

c. While the Commission believes a three-year
waiver may be excessive, we will accept this provision cf the
settlement agreement, without modification. It is expected that,
by providing the Company the flexibility to contract for up to
three years, ratepayers will benefit in the form of lower
contract prices from any contacts entered into for the longef
period. A separate, more comp:rehensive order in Docket No. 98M-
3S51E will be issued accordingly, at which time the requested rule

waiver will be formally granted.
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8. Discussion on Cther Rule Waivers Requested in the
Settlament Agreement

a. The parties requast waivers for the following
IR® rules in the settlement agreement: Rule 9.3.6, which
requires a description of the process used to model and evaluate
pids; Rule 9.3.7, which requires justification for limiting
number of bids subject to comprehensive modeling; Rule 9.3.8,
which requires a portfclio description 4including the a net
present value cf the revenus requirement and an analysis for
elactric rate impacts for each year of the planning period; Rule
9.3.9, which requires the utility to describe the iﬁpacts of its
rescurce portfolio on sustainabiliz=y, public health and safety,
jand resources, and water resources; Rule 9.3.10, which requires
the utility to describe the impacts of its resource portfolio on
the state’s economy, employment, mining, natural gas, energy
efficiency, and renewable industries; Rule 9.3.11;.which requires
the utility to describe the impacts of its resource portfolio on
small Dbusinesses engaged in the design, sale, supply,
installation, or servicing of energy conservation measures; Rule
g.3.12, which requires the utility to explain whether current
rate design is consistent with its IRP and how future rate design
could impact its portfolio; Rule 9.3.13, which requires the
utility to describe any steps it is taking to research, develop,
demonstrate and commercialize renewable resoureés and othaer

nontraditional technologies; Rule 3.4, which requires alternative

25
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portfolio modeling: and Rule 10, which describes the process for
the Commission’s review and approval of an IRP Plan.

b. The Commission will not grant waiver of Rule
9.3.6 of thae IR® Rules. Many of the parties to the hearing,
advocated that the Company should develop a nonbinding portfolio
based on the first round bids so that, among other things, the
parties could leara how Public Service would evaluate bids based
on the Company’s weighting and bid criteria. We note that the
bid evaluation process 1is a key component in developing and
maintaining the integrity of the IRP process.. Thus, the
Commission believes the Company should provide the information
pursuant to Rule 9.3.6 at the ktime it files its final 1996 IRP
report on July 31, 1999. This information should explicitly show
the weightings and criteria used to evaluate bids and be
documented so that parties teo process can understand!* how the
evaluation was conducted.

c. The Commission also will not grant walver of
Rule 9.3.8. We ncte that the settlement agreement, On page 23,
provides that with the final 1996 IR? report to be filed on July
31, 1999, the Company will include a report which will preseat
the economics and emissions characteristics of the final
portfolio, as well as an engineering study of the overall

reliability of the portfolio’s transmission arrd generation

4 e realize that there is a difference betwean understanding and
agreeing with the evaluation process.
26
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rasources. It could be that the parties envisioned that the

information pursuant to Rule 9.3.8 would be included in this

report. However, the Commission believes the Rula 9.3.8
description should be explicitly included in the final IRP
report. Therefore, we will not grant a waiver of Rule 9.3.8.

d. As it relates to the remaining rule waiver
requests, the Commission finds that in consideration of the terms
of the entire settlement the important substance of the affected
rules has been contemplated and addressed. Therefore, the
Commission will grant the requestad waiver of Rules 9.3.1-9.3.5,

9.3.7, 9.3.9-9.3.13, 9.4, 9.5, and 10.

9. Discussion on Igsues in Response to the Settlement
Agreement

a. The discussion in the proceeding subsection
addresses the concerns identified by the CSP. In this reqard the
Commission believes its rulings have made the IRP process more
open and not subject to the “blackbox” complaint of several of

the bidders/interested parties and especially the OEC.

b. The Commission will not further clarify the
phrase "light loading condi;ions" pertaining to non-wind
renewable resources. The Commission believes this issue, which
was raised by DWB, should be resolved through negotiation.

c. The Commission finds that the resolution of

the issues surrounding Public Service’s 1996 IRP in the manner

27
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prescribed in this order addresses the general and specific

concerns of Green Coclorado and the CEC.

II. ORDER
A. The Commission Orders That:
1. The Motion to Supplement the Settlement Agreement

filed by Public Service Company of Colorado is granted.

2. The Office of Energy Conservation’s Motion tTo

Late-Fiie its Response is granted.

3. the Joint Mctien to Accept the Stipulation and

Settlement Agreement and for Partial Reconsideratibn is granted

consistent with and subject to the modifications to contract

length, wind rescurces reporti
the Rules 9.3.6 and 9.3.8 waiver requests as well as the
additional terms (bid fees, FSV3 treatment) discussed above. The
Stipulation and Settlement Agreement is attached as Exhibit A.

4. The Motion for Waiver of a Porti&n of "4 CCR 723-
21-5.2.6 and 4 CCR 723-21-9.2.2 is dismissed aé moot ‘based on the
Commission’s <ruling accepting the Stipulation and Settlement

Agreement.

5. This Order is effective upon its Mailed Date.

28
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B. ADOPTED IN COMMISSIONERS' WEEKLY MEETING
October 2, 1898.

(aEam) THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

ROBERT J. RIX

Commissioners

COMMISSIONERS VINCENT MAJKOWSKI
AND R. BRENT ALDERFER
CONCURRING IN PART

ATTEST: A TRUE COPY AND DISSENTING IN PART.

A 2. =

Bruce N. Smith
Diraector

III. COMMISSIONER VINCENT MAJKOWSKI CONCURRING, IN PART, AND

DISSENTING, IN PART:

a. The settlement agreement regarding the 1996 Integrated
Resource Plan (“IRP”) of Public Service Company of Colorade
(“Public Service”) resolves numerous contentious issues in this

much litigaped proceeding. For this reason, I generally support

the settlament agreement. Howevaer, there are two issues on which

I must dissent.

8. First, and foremost, I do not support the adoption of a
segmented bidding approach. The IRP Rules, 4 CCR 723-21, set

forth a competitive acquisition process for electricity resources
29
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needed by electric utilities. The rules further intend for their
operation to benefit the people of Colorado, by, among other
things, the attainment of the best possible price. I do =not
pelieve this important goal can be reached through a segmented
bidding approach; instead, Public Service should conduct an all-
source bid to obtain the rescurces it needs.

C. Specifically, I dissent from the Commission’s decisien
to approve the 25 MW of wind resources. the up to 15.5 MW of non-
wind renewable resources, and the commitment of up to $10 million
to acquire cost-effective Denmand Side Management (“DSM”)
measures. With respect to the wind resources, I am concerned
that the terms of the settlement agreement wili not ensure
resource acquisition at the best possible price and that they
might negatively impact the demand for the WindSource program (a
program which requires customers to pay a premiur for their
electricity). With respect to the non-wind renewable segment, I
have similar concerns regarding the ability to .achieve the best
possible price. Third, with respect to the DSM segment, I

believe it reprasents a win-win ﬁosition for Publiec Service and

DSM bidders without equally serving to protect the ratepayers.’

In short, it is ironic to agree to commit to a segment of this
“resource,” thereby benefiting .the DSM bidders, while
simultaneously allewing for pass-through cost recovery via the

Demand Side Management Cost Adjustment, theraeby protecting Public

30
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Service from any negative consequences attributable to the

acquisition of DSM measures.
D. The second term on which I dissent is the contract
length term of the requests for proposal for fimm supply-side

resources. I belisve that the seven-year term agreed to by the

parties to this matter is too long and the Commission’s stated
preference for an even longer contract length is simply wrong.
Given the potential for retail wheeling to become a reality
during the next seven Yyears and the resulting possibility of
uneconomic guaranteed power supply contracts, I. support the
adoption of a five-year contract length with two options for one-

year extensions in the event that retail wheeling is still not a

reality in Colorado.

THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

VINCENT MAJKOWSKI

Commissioner

3l
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COMMISSIONER R. BRENT ALDERFER CONCURRING, IN PART, AND
DISSENTING, IN PART: B -
A. The settlement agreement entered into by the parties in

1996

this matter represents an excellent resolution to the
Integrated Resource pPlan (“IRP") of Public Service Company of
Colorado (“Public Service”).

B. I dissent on only one aspect of the decision. The
evidence of record supported economy-of-scale benefits from the
addition of a wind rescurce segment between 50 MW and 100 MW,
larger than the 25 MW segment proposed in the settlement
agreement. To allow these economies-of-scale to'be properly
addressed, I would have required a minimun of S0 MW of .wind
resources (one percent of Public Service’s forecasted peak load
for 2000) and allowed Public Service to acquire up to 100 MW
based on the economy-of-scale analysis to be performed pursuant
to this order. This is ﬁarticularly appropriate siﬁce the parties
have agreed to exclude the wind resources from contributing to

the 676 MW capacity need for the summer of 2000.

TEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF COLORADC

R. BRENT ALDERFER

Commissioner

CI\YELLOWM\C981042.00C:te = 10/30/98 9:55 AM
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EXHIBIT A N L
"“-'-'i-;,'.'l" i
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BEFORE THEE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF COLORAﬁb """ &

DOCKET NO. S7A-287E 38 szp 28 P"Q 55

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF

COLORADO FOR AN ORDER APPROVING ITS 1996 INTEGRATER RESOURCE

PLAN.

L

[ Sea
/o3

STIPULATION AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

COMES NOW Public Service Compan§ of Colorado (“Public
Service” or +“the Company”), the Staf:f of the Colorado Public
Utilities Commissicn, the Ofiice of Consumer Counsel, the Land
and Water Fund Energy Project, the Colorado Indebendentlzne:qy
Association, XN Ernergy, Inc., North Amarican Power GIOup, Ltéd..
Enron Wind Development Corp, Tri-State Generation and
Transmission Association, Inc., Colorado Oil and Gas Association,
and Colorado Renewable Energy Society (collectively referred to
as the *Parties”) by and through their undersigmed
representatives, and submit this Stipulatioen and Settlement
Agreamezt.('Aqreemant') £or the purpose of resolving %tha issues
in the above-referenced docket.

I. 52&2932.91-233.9&51

on October 31, 1996, Public Service filed its draft
Tntagrated Resource Pian (“IR®”) in the instant matter pursuant
to 4 CCR 723-21-3.1. In conjunction with the filing of the draft
IRP, Public Service also concurrently requested that the

Commission open a docket for the purpose of encouragiag public
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participation in the IRP process and soliciting public commentary
concerniag resource plamnning and related resource acquisition
issues pursuant to 4 CCR 723-21-3.2.

On July 15, 1997, Public Service filed its 1996 final
Tntegrated Resource Plan purstant to 4 CCR 723-21-9.3. On August
25, 1997, Public Service fileéd a motion seeking leave from the
Commission to withdraw its application for approval of its 1996
final Integrated Resource Plan, for postponement of hearings of
the 1996 IRP and proposing a schedule for issuance of a Request
for Proposal ("RFP”) for additional resources. By Decision No.
C97-982, mailed 0cto$er 1, 1997, the Commission granted that

portion of Public Service’s Motion for Leave to wichdraw Its

Application for Approval of its 1996 Final Iintegrated Raesource-

Plan, for Postponem@nt of Hearings until the conclugion of the
resource solicitation. The Commission also set a status
conferenca for the purpose of discussing a procedural schedule in
this docket. - , .

On October 24, 1997, the Commission mailed Decision No. C97-
1104 setting a procedural schedule for the purpose of allowing
the Cempany to issue an RFP for resources and establishing a
scheduls for bid avaluation and the filing of Public Service’s
final Resource Plan in August of 1998. Public Service proéeeded
to submit a drafc RFP on November 15, 1997, to nominate a third
party overseer, and to commance the public participation process.
Seven public participation meetings were held by tﬁe Company ard

on February 27, 1998, the Company issued its Requests ZoI
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Proposals seeking bids for resources to be available in the yvears
2000 and 2001 as more fully set forth in the RFPs.

The RFPs were issued by Public Service on March 16, 1998.
The bids were received by the Company and ovaned on June 16, 1998
by the third party overseer approved by the Commission. A
_prelimihary analysis of the bids received in raesponse to the
March 16, 1998, RFP showed that the Company received bids of firm
capacity in the total amount of approximately 172 megawatts
leaving the Company 220 negawatts short of the summer peak
fore;asted at that time for 2001. As é result of the shortfall,
the Company filed an Applicatien for Waiver of a portion of the
Commission’s IRP rules for the purpose of enabling the Company to
jessue a second request for proposals ard to reopén the bidding.
process not only to so-called ~€irst round bidders,” but <0
additional bidders who may not have submitted bids in the first
round due to Public Service Company’s plaoning assumptions used
for the purpose of the RFP. In suppor: of its Motion for Waiver,
Public Service stated a dasire to modify certain of the plaanizg
assumptions it used in the initial RFP in order to encourage a
broader response by prospective bidders. The majo:.cﬁange in
planning assumpticns proposed by the Company was to extend the
time pericd for the provision of resources to DecemSer 31, 2004.
public Service also proposed a reduction of the maximum bid fee
from $10,000 to $5,000, and other modifications intended to
encourage :hé parcticipation of 2 broadef spectrum Sf biddaers.

The hearing on Public Service’'s Motion for Waiver to permic

it to conduct a second round of IRP bidding began on August 28,
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1998. Thae parties to the proceeding have aggressively litigated
their positions over the course of approximately eight days of
hearings on the propriety of Public Service rebidding for
resources to meet its identifiaed needs in the years 2000 through
2002.

On July 13, 1998, Public Service experienced a new systeam
paak demand of 4835 megawatts. This demand was over 250
megawatts higher than the foracasted system peak for the summer
of 1998. In addition, Public Service forecast an even higher
sunmer peak for July 20, 12398; however, this peak was not
astained due to operating comnstraints on Public Service’'s system
which led it to reguest its customers to voluntarily rastrice
their energy consumption during the normal paak‘demand hours.
The record electricity demand on Publi; Service’s system during
this past sumner clearly damonscratad that DPublic Service's
original bid solicitation for capacity was inadequaté and that
sicnificantly more capacity is neceééary to meet the electricity
customers’ needs begimning in the  summaer ‘of 2000. éhe
Commission, in Docket No. 98M-351E, has conducted a separite
investigation with —respect to Public Service's forecast
mecthodology and the near term adequacy of the Company’'s electric
supply.

In light of tha receat develooments concerning Public
Sexvice’'s forecast demagd, the adequacy of supply in Public
Service’s market, aad the neec £or sut:icient. lead time toO
design, site, permit, finance and comstruct new firm generating

capacity, it 1is necessary to resolve Public Service’'s 1996

\
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Integrated Resource Plan on an expedited basis. Fallure to move

forward with a resolution of this case will severely impact the

public convenience and necessity because adequate electric .

resources will not ba available to meet the forecasted needs of
Public Service’s customers. In order to ensure adequate aelectric
supply and to :o:estall any additional procedural or
administrative delay that may hamper the ability of potential
suppliers to move forward with certainty to provide for the
electric system requirements by the summer of 2000, tha Pacties
to this Agreement offer the following provisions to the

Commission for its consideration ia settling Public Service

Company’s 1996 Integrated Resource Plan.

As ~ the ©Partias Dbelieve the process of Commission
consideration of this Agreement to be of the utmost impor:tance,
they respectfully request that the Commission review the terms of
the Agreament, decermine 3if the Commission desires to crecaive
evidence a; a hearing in support of ‘the Agreement and, :if a
heaziang is daesired, est;blish that hearing date at the earliesc
conveniance of the Commission and the Parties for the purpose of
cesolving the issues in che 1996 IRP. This will emadle the
Company to obtain the necessary resources to'meet its custom@rs’
needs in the years 2000, 2001 and 2002 (the final three years of
this IRP’'s resource acquisition period).

In agreeing to a stipulated settlement of the complex

issuss, disparate interests and weighing of costs versus benefits

that are ambedded in the Integrated Rasourca Planning process,:

-

the Parcies are sensitive to the Commission’s need to exsrcise
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due process and to achieve a result that balances the eight
criteria set forth in thae Basis and Purpose of the IRP rules.
The Parties, through this Agreaement, have determined that, under
the existing circumstances, the compromises they have agreed to

result in the necessary balance contemplated by the rules.

Normally, pursuant tC Rule 10 of cthe IRP Rules, the

Commission would evaluate and then render a decision on Public
Service’'s final IﬁP. In view of the unusual circumstances which
public Service now faces, specifically the urgency of acquiriag
sufficienz resources for tke summer peak in 2000, the Parties

agree that it is necessary for Sublic Service to seek a variance

rom some of the IR® rules and a waiver of other of those rules,

(The specifics are set out below.) .When the totality of the

information to be provided to the Commission under the terms of

this Agreement is’ considered, the Parties believe that the

Commission will have before it much of the cdata which the IRP

rules require.
The IRP information provided to the Commission will include:

the requests for proposals (ses paragraph II.3.9.), copies of the

signad contracts (see paragraph 1r.J.), the modeled final

resource portfolio (ses paragraph II.N.), a summary of the bids

received (ﬁgg paragraph II.J.), the third party evaluator’s
report concerning the fairpess of tha supply-side bid process
(sge paragraph II.B.7), a copy of Public Service’s writtean policy
concerning separation of employees involved with'Bid submission
from aemployees .involved with bid aevaluation (s8¢ paragraph

I1.B.7), and the loads and resourcas balance fqr Public Service
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.through 2006 (see Appendix A to the stipulation). .These £ilings

and submissions will provide substantially the same information
as that required by Rules 9.3.1 through 9.3.5 and Rule 9.S.
These filings will be informational only and made after the fact.
As a result, the filings will not comply with the IRP rule
requirements. As the informatior will be provided, although not
in the form required by the rule§ or at the time required by the
-ules, the Parties ask that the Commission accept this
thase IRP

informatiocn and graat public Service a variance from

rules. The variance, if grancad, would require Public Service to

provide the information as sec cut in the Agreement aad would

apply to the 1996 IRP process only.

There are other IRP rules, however, for which Public Service
seeks a waiver so that it need not comply with those rules for

the 1996 IRP process. These Tules are: the remainder cf Rule

_9;3, Rule 9.4, and Rule 10. in viaw of the urgency of tke

situation, particularly with respect to assuring that txe

resource needs for the summer of 2000 are met, the éarties ask
that the Commission grant tke requested waivers. In doing so,
however, the Parties believe tnat the substance of these IRP
rules, even if waived, is nonetheless addressed in the Agreement
although not in the precise maznner stated in the rules.

The parties believe that the sec-aside for 25 MW of wind
renawable resource (528 paragraph II.A.(3)), the set-aside for up
to 15.5 MW of non-wind renewable resources (égg paragraphs

II.A.(4)), and the $10 million commitment for cost-affactive

demand-side management pregrams (gee baragraph TI.A.(2)) take
/
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into consideration, the concepts embodied in the IRP rules for
which waiver is sought. Similarly, these spacific and promised
rreatments of renewable rasouIces and demaad-side management in
the Agraement address the eight criteria €found in the IRP
statement of Basis and Purpose and strike a balance of thosé
aight criteria which the Parcties believe to be reasonable in
light of current circumstances. Thus, while the Parties ask the
commission to grant Public Sarvice the requested waivers for the
1996 IRP process canly, the parties also believe that the essence
of the IRP rules is found in and preserved by the Agreement as to
the 1996 Iategrated Resource Plan.

The par:cies expressly state that their agreemeat to this

settlement is based upon the unexpected circumstances of the .

shorefall in Public gervice’'s capazity to meet its customers’

forecasted neeads and does not in any way relieve Public Service
Company from abiding by the IRP rules for its 1999 IRP. However,
neither Public Service nor any other party is precluded by this

Agreement from petiéioninq the Commission to change its IRP

rules.

II. SETTLEMENT TERMJ

A. For the purposes of this Agreement, Public Service
agrees to use a segmented app;‘:oach to acquire the
capacity necessary to meet its customers’ needs.
Pursuant to this approach, Public Serv.ice. will 1) issue
a new separate RFP to acquire up to 6§76 megawatts of

£irm “supply side” capacity beginning in 2000, 2) issue
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separate RFPs to acquire up to $10 million of cost-
effective Demand Side Management technologies, 3)
acquire 25 megawatts of nameplate wind-qéne:aced
renewable resources f£rom -among the bids the Company
received -through 1iets £irst RFR process for wind
generation and 4) acquire up to 15.5 megawatts of
capacity £from . pon-wind renewabla bidders £rom the
£ifst RFP process. Public Service agrees to refund any
pid fees submitted by bidderxs in response to the first
RFP solicitatiom, or to apply them to the resource
selection process agreed to in this settlaement, &s
dizected by the first round bidders.

The Parties ag-ee, for the purpose of :ﬁis Agreement,
that BPublic Service should use the actual peak it
experianced on July 13, 1998 -- 4,835 megawatts =-- as
the basis for determining its need for 'addi:ional
resources ian the summer of the Yyears. 2900, 2001 and
2002 (the final thsee years of this IRP's rasource
acquisition period). Commission acceptance of this
Agreament constitutes a determination, based upon.:he
evidenca in this case, that the 4,835 megawatt peak is
an appropriate planning assumption for the purpose of
this Agreement, However, nothing in this Agreement
shall prohibit any Party from challenging thae prudency
of Public Service’s planning process.&ncludinq the
any

planning assumptions contained hereln, in

subsequent proceeding. Appendix A to this Agreement
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sets forth Public Service’s resource needs for the
years 1999 through 2006. Based on this planning
agsumption, Public Service will issue a new Request Por
proposal (-New Supply-side RFP7) for up to 676

megawatts to be installed and available for the

‘delivery of firm capacity prior to the summer peak of

2000. Supply side bids received in response to the

girst RFP will not be considered in the New Supply-side

RFP unless they are resubmittad by the bidders. In

order to facilitate the response to this proposed RFP,

Public Service agrees to do the following:

1. Public Service will identify possible sites within
jes existing service territory ‘thac nay be
selacted and proposed by bidders in an effert to
mitigate transmission costs and ancillary costs
for tHe ©purpcse of connectiag the proposed
resource(s) to éublic Service’'s system. Bidders
may propose to use Public Service’'s locations or
other sites. Fimal site selectiens will be based
upon technical merits and objective criteria and
shall be reviewed by the third party evaluator and
addressed in the evaluator’s report required under
paragraph II.B.6. berein. " mThe <cost of
rransmission and interconnection will be borne by
the bidder(s). -

2. Public Service will assist ino identifying

envirenmental constraints for the sites referred

10
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to in II.A.l1. above in order to facilitate tha

anvironmental permitting process for prospective

capacity providers.

Public Service will assist in identifying the

availabiliey of natural gas transportation

capacity for use by prospective biddezs' in

providing resouzces to Public Service for the RFP.

Rasource providers will be responsible for their
own natural gas contracts to power their resources'
pursuant to the terms of the RFP.

Public Service will offar a seven year contract to
prospective bidders #or the purpose of providing
capacity to the company ccmmencing Méy 1, 2000 and

concluding April 30, 2007.

public Service will not, in the RFP OT elsewhare
in the bidding process, require bidders to supply
ion about

(1)

any of the follewing types of informat
the bidder’s propesed supply-side projects:;

financial pro formas; (ii) fuel price or fuel

contract information; (iii) the ideatity or heat:
use characteristics of cogeneration heat hosts.
Nor ‘shall Public Service require bidders to afford
Public Service a first zight of refusal ¢to
purchase bidder’'s proposed projects.

An affiliate of Public Service ('NCE.COmpany') may
submiz one or more bids for the purpose of meeting

the idencified nead of up to 676 megawatts for the
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seven year period beginning in the summer of 2000.
Public Service Company, as the requlated public
utility, will pot submit & competing bid in
response to tae New sﬁpply-side RFP. Any bids
submitted by an NCE Company shall be treated in
the same manner as non-NCE related bids. Any NCE
Company submitting a bid will be bound by the
terms of the model contract attached to the RFPF.

Tn order %to reassure prospactive bidders, the

Commission, and the Parties ¢to this proceeding

concerning the fairness of the bid evaluation

process, Public Service will, at its own expease,
retain the services of a non-NCE affiliated third
party evaluator to Teview the evaluation of the
bids received in response to the New Supply-side
RFP. ?he thiré party evaluator wili.prepare a
report to the Commission to be £iled on or before
January 31, 1999 regarding the falrmess of the bid
process and its consistency with the RFP? bid
criteria from the perspective of the third party
evaluatoz. Further, prior to initiating the New
Supply-side RF? process, public Service shall
establish a written policy directed at separating
those involved, directly or indirectly. ia
evaluating bids from those involvé&, directly or
indirectly, in submitting bids with respact to

communications (Separation Policy) to insure that

12
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all bidders are treated in a non-discrimipatory
mazner and no affiliate receives preferance.
Publie Service agrees to file the Separation

Policy referred to above with the Commission by

the date bids are due. ’

8. Public Service will set forth in the RFP referred

zo in Paragraph II.A.(1) (the 676 MW £irm supply
side capacity RF?S the prefarred resource types
and sizes of the resources it seeks to meet this
need. The RFP will include bid evaluation
c-itaria so that bidders will know. tha ¢criteria to

be used in the evaluation.

9. Tme Parcies, ia acknowledgment of the time

constraints Zaced by prospective bidders in
contractiag for and installing resources in time
to mee:t the summer peak of 2090, commit to use
their best efforts to conclude this New Supply-
side RT? process by December 31, 1998. Public
Service inteads =0 exescute firm contracts with
winning bidders by January 31, 1999.

10. DPublic Service will file a copy of the New Supply-
side RFP with ths Commission when it 1s issuad to
éotencial bidders.

Public Service agrees to acquire 25 megawatts of

nameplate wind powered resources as ; *se: aside”

comporent of its system regQuirament. This amount of

wind resources will not be included for purposes of
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meeting the up-to 676 megawatts of £irm capacity
requirement for the summer of 2000, but depending on
the outcome of a future study about the capacity value
of wind, may serve to reduca post-2001 resource needs

as articulated by Public Service in its 1999 and

subsequent integrated resource plans. The bidders, for

the purpose of providing the wind resource refarred toO
herein, will only compete against one another.
Successful wind powered <Taesource bidders will be
offered contracts of Zifteen (15) ysars in length for
the purpose of meeting this 25 megawatt wind powered

resource set aside. Public Service expects to use the

bids received in response to the request for renewable .

bids from its £first RFP to acquire -these wind

resources, provided, however, that the wind resource

pidders will have the opportunity to amend their bids

to compete for the 25 megawatt naneplate resources th;t
are included in this set-aside.

For purposes of biddaer notification ard
evaluation, Public Service will work with other parties
and the biddars to provide as much guidance as
pfactical regazding how the wind bids will Dbe
evaluated. In evaluating bids, Public ServiEe agrees
to examine most importantly price, but also line
losses, local system benefits, and bﬁ-peak enargy
deliveries in selecting the winniang bids. To the

extent that aay of these non-price factors are relevant

14
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for an individual bid, the biddars will identify them

as part of their bid(s).
public Sarvice will includa the cost of these wind

resources in its general base rates oOr as a component

of its anergy cost that is recovered through the

Incentiva Cost Adjustment. Public Service therefore

assumes the risk inheresmt under 1ts existing rate

gcructure and/or recovery mechanisms. The award of the

wind resource bid(s) will be concluded by February 28,

1999.
In light of the emerging nature of the wind energy

resource tecanology to Dbe’ acquired through this

Agreement, Public. Service agrees to woTk with

iaterasted parties to provide a wind resource capacity

valuation mechanism for incorporation into the 1999 IRP

process. _
Public Service Company agraees to. coordinate both

tha subscance_and the timing of the announcement of

this 25 megawatt system rasource commitmeat with the

participants of Public Service’'s WindSource Marketing

Advisory Committee. public Service also agrees to
spend at least 13% of the advertising budget for

WindSource announcing the wind-energy system resource

commitment and encouraging additional customers to sign

up for WindSource.
Public Service agrees to negotiate in good €faith for

the acquisition of an additional amount of up to 15.5

15
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megawatts of non-wind renewable resources from the
projects bid th.:ouqh‘ the first RFP. The .capacity
purchased from these facilities will be included as
capacity in Public Service’s rasource plan and will

satisfy a portion'of the year 2000 676 megawatt

rescurce need. At a minimum, contracts €or thase

resources must include provisions to tie payments to
performance, to coordinate maintenance with Public

service, and to accommodate light ljoading conditions.

Public Sarvice internds to execute contracts with non-

wind renewable Tesources by January 31, 1999.

Contracts enterad into between Public Service and non-

" wind renewable resource providers under this section

will be for a term of £fifteen (15) years. Public
Service will Rot Tequire non-wind renewable bidders to
afford Public Service the first right of refusal to
purchase the Dbidder’s proposed non-wind. renewable
projec‘t'. Nothing berein guara.n'tees that Public Service
and non-wind | renewable bidders will enter into
contracts. The capaéity from non-wind renewable
resources is intended to be a_waila.ble for purposes of
rixeatinq the summer peak requirement for 2000. Public
Service will adjust its firm summer capaéity
requirements to account for capacity attributable to
these resources. -

Public Sesvice will submit an application for a

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to
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construct the Fort St. Vrainm 3 facility. Such
application for the CPCN will be submitted no later
than January 29, 1999. Public Service shall propose to
construct this unit as a rate base plant with a 214
megawatt capacity with an in-service date beginnicg
summer of 2001.

Based upon Public Service’'s latest load and rasources
forecast, ia addition to Fort St. Vrain 3 capacity of
214 megawatts, Public Service needs up to 29 megawat:s
of additional capacity to meet its customers’
requirements duriag the summer peak of 2001. The 29
megawatts will be Dbid during. the New Supply-side RFP
process. '

The Parties believe Public Service’s Damand Side
Management activities should reduce usage during peak
demand hours, rely on competitive bidding, minimize
Public Service’s administrative and verification costs.
£ind the most cos€~effective opportunities, eliminate
free riders, and be structured in -a way that is
consistent with the prior DSM sattlements that produced
a $5 million DSM bid every two years on average.

Over the next four-years, through the end of 2002,

Public Service heredby agrees to commit, in total, up %o

$10 million tc two bid processes to acquire cost-

effective demand side management measures. It is tke
Parties’ iatent, subject to further study, that cthe

first $5 million bid program,. to be lat in early 1999,

17 -
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will focus on two end-uses: ' residential air
conditioning load control and lighting measuras for
commercial customers with load opportunities below 20

kw. The second $5 million bid program, which would be

let ip mid-1999, will be increased by the amount, if

any, of the first $5 million bid program which remains

unsubscribed at the time of the second §5 millioa
gsolicitation. The second $5 milliom bid program would
be implemented following the completion of the Bid 2000
effore, will involve a more comprehensive approach to
commarcial facilities and is intended to build on the
success of the Bid 2000 program. No specific DSM
technologies cr processes are presumad t;o be reéxuired
by or to be eliminated £rom consideration urnder this
Agreemant.

The effgcts of the DSM measures implemented as a
rasult of this Agreemert will be to reduce the amouat
of additional resources required 1n the year 2001,
however, the magnitude of the capacity reductions is
not certain. Inasmuch as DSM results in a reduction of
peak demand, for purposes of its rescurce plan, Public
éervice will vzeduce its peak requirement Dby 30
megawatts beginning in 2001. Public Service may elect
to go out to bid to obta.in assistance to implement
these programs. The third party iéministracive,
measurement and verificacion costs, in addition to the

costs of the DSM nmeasures undercaken as a rTesult of




4937 POm PROCW OV UK ENERUISD v @D Oduw 1U Do i Gumaa -
- D2 LA
)

this séctlement, will be eligible £for recovery by
Public Service through the existing Demand Side
Management Cost Adjustment (DSMCA) clause over a five
year period following their installation.

public Service will submit an application Wltb tha
Commission for a CBCN for the construction of a
proposed transmission ’ticline petween Public Sezvice
Company of Colorado and Sourhwestarn Public Service
Company. Public Service Qill £file this application for
a CPCN by the end of 1998. For the purposes of
determining its resource need, as part of this
Agreaement, Public Service will remove from its planning
assumptions the potential impact of the tieline for the
purposes of acquiring the resources identified in
paragraph II.A. above. Instead, Public Sarvice will
address the impact of the tieline in its 1999 IRP. As
a result of the Agreement, the indicated 2002 capacity
resource need of Public Service will not be filled.
The Parties acknowlaedge that the year 2002 is included

inp the Resource Acquisition Periods of both the 1996

and 1999 IRPs.

Public Sarvice has identified a resource need for the
twelve months ending September 30, 1999 of 156
megawatts. To the extent the Company is able to obtain
acceptable pricing for resources to ‘meet the 156

megawatt need that require contracts of moTe than

twelve months in length, Public service heredy




SEP :
22 1999 VS 3a FKK New LENITUKT CNERULIED P &P 0D 1u SO 1DWD4L LD FLoow e

requests, and the Parties support Commission approval
for, a waivef of the portions of the competitivae
resource acquisition rules set forth in 4 CCR 723-21-9
as pacessary for up to a three-year pariod for up to
156 megawatts for the purpose of meeting the Company's
short term needs. To thc. extent Public Service
contracts fqr up tc 156 megawatts of capacity for 1999,
2000 and 2001, the identified 676 megawatt capacity
nesd for the summer of 2000 and the 29 ﬁegawatc need
sor 2001 will be reduced accordingly. Public Service
agrees to provide to the Commission, umder seal, the
results of the 156 megawatt resource need acguisition
process including the resources proposea to meet this.
need, the resources selected by Public Service anéd the
racionale for selecting those r@sources. public
Service will submi: this information to the Commission
on or before January 31, 1999.

Public Service agrees to provide the commissien with a
summary of the bids received as the result of the New
Supply-side RFP referred to in II.B.

Public Saervice agrees toO provide the Commission with
eopias o the signed contracts which are negotiated by
the Company for tke purpose of meeting the 676 megawatt

resource need beginning in the summer of 2000. ©Public

Service alsc agrees to provide the Commission with the
contracts cove-ing the wind resource and the non-wind

renewable resource <contracts entared into by the

20
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Campany and successful bidders. <These contracts will
be provided to the Commission Staff for information
purposes withia thirzy (30) days of their execution.

At the time of entering into this Agreement Public
Service has outstanding in Docket No. 97A-521E a
request for a Cerzificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity to provide 11 megawatts of firm capacity
through upgrading the turbine blades of the Valmont
Station generation facility. without conceding that
any positions or legal arguments. in Docket No. 97A-521E=
were or are lacking in meri:., the Staff of the
Commission, CIZA and Public Service agree that
upgrading the turbine plades at Valmont ié a reasonable
efficiency inprovenent a.nci recommend  that the
Commission grant a CPCN for this project. Public
Service can seek. te recover the costs of such upgrade

through existing recovery methods. .Consistent wich

ehis recommendatica, Public Service will pot have to
pid the 11 MW capacity improvement to valmont in the
New Supply-side RFP and thke Company's. resource needs
for the summer of 2000 will reflect this capacity as an
existing resource. ~fublic Service agrees that, for a
two year period, begianing upon approval of this
Agreement, it will not seek a waiver of Paragraph .4
C.C.R.723-21-9.1 with ©zaespect to i.n.tﬁrovemen:s or

modifications to existiag utility generation facilities

that would change the production capability (capacity

21
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or energy) of a generation facility site by more than
10 megawatts or 87,500 megawatt-hours per year, based
on the Company’s share of the total ganeration facility
site output, and that have an estimated cost of more
thap $10 million.

Consistent with its status as a regulated public
utility, Public Service Ccmpany is required to own or
control sufficient Tresources to meet the fim
electricity needs of its customers. In order to ensure
that the Company £fulfills cthis on-going cbligation,
Public Service has daveloped a contingency plan that is
reasonably expected to meet its customers’ needs.for
the 1999 through 2002 Resouzce Acguisition Period if
there is insufficient capacity bid in response to the
New Supply-side RF?. See Confidential Appendix B.
public Service shall be able to request that capacicy
{nstalled by Public Service as ' a _result of
implementation of this contingency plan will ba
ipcluded in the Company’s electric rate base and will
be priced on a cost cf service basis. Public Service
will trigger this contingency plan if there is l1ass
than 676 megawatts cf firm capacity bid in response to
the New Supply-side RFP up to thg amount of the
shortfall in the tocal bids. Public Service will notify
the Commission if it raesorts to the contingency plan.
Public Service agrees to model and reporc on the

portfolio resulting from this Agreement for the purpose

22
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of providing information to the Commission on the
outcome of the proposed RFP process. Said complianca
modal, which will incluée the actual supply side RFP
results and may include assumptions with respect to
non-wind renaewables and the DSM installationms, will be
filed by July 31, 1999. Tha report will present the
econcmiés and emissions characteristics of the final
portfolic resulting £rem this Agreement, as well as an

engineering study of the overall raliability of che

portfolio’s transmission and generation resources.

Public Service agrees to calculate an explicit winter
coincident peak forecast and high and low demand

forecasts and to use these forecasts as part of the New

"Supply-side RFP analysis. Public_Service wiil axplain

how it calculated the high and low forecasts and will
identify the variables it considars important to the
calculatiocn.

Before the New Supply-side.RFP bids are received,
Public Service will evaluats its econometric damand
forecasting models. Public Service will determine
whether andéd how it should incorpo:ate service
tarritory-specifie (rather than statewide) economic
variables; whether and how it should incorporate
weather variables (g.¢.. average and daily high and low
temperature data); and whether and how it should

considar incorporating the rasults of its air

23
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conditioniag saturation and rate class information
studies.

public Service agrees to report to the Commission
by November 30, 1999 the results of its evaluation of
its econaometric demand forecasting models. Public
Service agrees to report ezthcr the specific changes
made to its econometric models or to identify an
alternative model (g.g., end use modeling) to be used
iz the future.

III. PROVIST

The Parties to this Agreement recommend it to the Commission

for its'review and approval as a just and reasonable conclusion
to Pudblic Service Company’s 1996 IRP. The Parciés agree that,
given the unexpected circumstances of the shortfall in Public
Service’s capacity to meet its customers’ needs now projected for
2000 and 2001 and the urgency required to meet those needs, the

esource mix resulting from this settlement will benefit Public
Sarvice's jurisdictional customers by being a reasonable attempt
to balance the eight criteria set forth in the Basis and Purpose
of the Commission’s Electric integrated Resource Planning Rules.
specifically, this Agreement is a reasonsble attempt to bring
about fair, reasonable and law prices for electricity; bring
about the preservation of adequate and reliable elactric service;
provide for the protection of public haalth and safety:
con=ribute to the preservation of env;*onmental quality and
electric

sustainarilicy:; manage the risks aztributadle teo

rasource acquisition; contribute to the development of a

24
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diversified elactric resource portfolio; reflect decisions that

are favorable to Colorado and various local econqmies; and nay

not appreciably affect the Company’s financial integrity.
The Parties., by entering into this Agreement, specifically

agree that the CeImS herein are reasonable and in the public

intarest given the circumstances surrounding this proceeding.

The Parties hereto Efurther stipulate that upon Commission

approval of this Agreement, Public gezvica’'s 1996 Integrazed

Resource Plan docket will be deemed completed'and pay be closed.

The Agreemen: and terms set forth herein shall, in effect,

constitute Public Service Company’s Final 1996 Resource Plan for

purposes of compliance withk the Commission’s Electric Integrated

Plapaing Rules, 4 CCR 723-21.
The Parties to this Agreement agree to provide testimony and

documentary evidence in support of the terms set forth herein.

This Agreement is an integrated whole and may not be altered by

the unilateral determination of any party tO this Stipulation and

Settlement Agreement. Rather, unanimouys agreement by the parties

set forth below is necessary for the purpose of modifying any

rerms of this Agreement. Furtiermore, to the extent that the

Commission materially alcers or amecds any portion of the terms

set forﬁh.harein, the Parties to this Settlement will not be

deemed to have withdrawn but may do so within five days of a

commission determination to materially alter or amend the terms

agreed to herein.

This Agreement is made for settlement pUIPOSES only. Tkis

Agreement does not constitute agreemaent, by any Party, that any

25




principle or methodology contained within this Agreement may be

applied to ary situation othar than the instanc case. No

precedential effect or other significance, except as may be
necassary to eaforce this Agreement or a Commission order
concerning the Agreemant, shall attach to any principle or
mathodology containaed in the Agreement.

The Pérties expressly Tresearve ‘the right to advocate
positions different £from those stated in- this Agreement in azy

proceeding other than one necessary to enforce this Agreemant oI

a Commission order concerning the Agreement. Nothing in this

Agreement shall constitute a waiver by any Party with respect to
any matter net specifically adéressed in this Agreement.

This Agreement shall not become effective and shall be of no

force and effect until the isscance cf a final Commission order

approviag this Agreement, which Order does not contain any

mocdification of the terms and conditions of this Agreement which

is unacceptable to any of the Parties hereto. -In the aevent the

Commission modifies this Agreement in a manner cnacceptable to
any 2arty hereto, that Party may withdraw from the Agreement and
shail so notify toe Commission, and the other Partias to the

Agreement in writing wirhin ten (10) days of the date of tke

Comission' order.
In the eveht a Party exercises 1its right to withdraw £rom
the Agreement, this Agreement shall be aull and void and of ne

effect aad no force in this or any other proceeding. Purther,

this Agreement, as well as tha negotiations O discussions

undertaken in conjunction with the Agreement shall not be

26




‘equicable and reasonable resolution of all

admissible into evidence in this or any other proceeding. In the

event that a Party withdraws from this Agreement, So as to render

it null and void, the commission shall proceed to consider this

dockat as if this Agreement had not been presented.
In the event the Commission does not approve this Agreement,

this Agreement, as well as tha negotiations or discussions

undartakea ina conjunction with the Agreement, shall not be

admissible into gvidence in this or any other proceeding.

Approval by the Commission of this Aqreemené shall

constitute a determination that the Agreement represents a just,

igssuas ‘which were or

could have been contaested among the parties in this proceeding.

The Parties state that reaching agzeement in this docket and

in the other docket identified "in Paragraph II.L above, by means

of a nesgotiated settlement is in the public interest and that the

results of the compromises and settlements reflected bY this

Agreement are Jjust, reasonable and in the public interest. The

Parties agree to a waiver of any Commission rule, i#¢ any, to the

extent necessary to implement oI tO effectuate this Agreement.

This Agreement may be executed ia separate counterparts.

The countarparts taken togethers shall constitute the whole

Aqreement.”
This Saettlement Agreement is entared into for the sole

purpose of resolving all issuaes in public Service Company’s 1996

IRP in the above-referenced docket. The Parties to this

Scipulation and Settlement Agreement hereby acknowledge their

27




support for this proposal pursuant to the signatura of their

undersigned representatives.

Respactfully submitted this b day of sgpteﬁber, 1998.
LEBOEUF, LAMB, GREEN & MacRAE, L.L.P.

Ny 27758

ck A. Dav*dson #10364
‘ 633 - 17“ street, Suite 2000
; Denvar, CO 80202
Telaephone: (303)291-2600
Telefax: (303)297-0422

Attorneys for Public Service Company of Colorado
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADQO

S~

Fredric C. Stof§é}’ Managing Director
Regqulatory Administration

Public Sarvice Company of Colorado
1225 - 179 Street, Suite 1000

Denver, CO 80202

On behalf of Public Service Company

ot ds it i

Mana J€nningé-Fader, 56Q.
Assistant Attorney General
Regulactory Law Section

1515 Sherman Street, Fifth Floorxr
Danver, Colorado 80501

‘Attorney for Commission Staiff

sy e, £ Lo

Senmigz
Colorado Bublic Utilit‘es Commission
1580 Logan Street, Office Level 2
Denver, Colorado 80203

On behal® of the Cammission Staff
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Xenpeth V. Reif, Direc;ﬁ;

Colorado QOffice of Con er Counsel
1580 Logan Street, Office Level §
Denver., Colorado 80203

on behalf of the Qffice of Consumer Counsel

By

Simon P. Lipstein, Esq.
Office of the Attorney General
1525 Sherman Street, 5% Floor
Denver, Colorado 80203

Attorney for the Office of Consumer Counsel

Eric Blamk, £sqQ.

Law Fund Energy Project

2260 Baseline Road, Suite 2260
Boulder, Colorado 80302

Attorney for the Land and Water Fund Energy
Project .

3y: /BZM\\/

Jeffdey . Pearson
1441 Eighteenth Street, Suite 300
Denver, Colorado 80202

Attorneys for Coleorade Independent Enerqgy
Association

By:

Robert M. Pomeroy., JT., Esq.

Thomas R. 0‘Dornell, Esq.

Holland and Hart LL?

8390 East Crescent Parkway, Suite 400
Greenwood Village, Colorado 80111

Attorneys for North American Power Group
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By:

Kaoneth V. Reit, Directpr
Colorado Office of Congumer Counsel

1580 Logan Streer, Office Level 6
Daaover, Colorado 80203

On behalZ of the Jffice of Consumar Ccunsel

3y ' [
(7 simon P. Lipstein, Esq.
0¢fice of the Attoraey Gezeral

1$25 Shermar ScTeat, 5% Floor
Denver., Colerz2éo 80203

Attorney for the Office of Consumer Counsel

By: % %AM 3

Eric 3lank, €sg.

Law Fuad ExeIgy Project

2260 Baselice Road, suite 2260
sculder, Coloraco 80302

the Land and Water Fund Energy

Attoraey for
Project

BY: ApALQMStﬂ42;&AA4»U/

Jejtddy §. Peazsoc
1441 Eighteenth StCeet,
Dazver, Colorado 80202

for Colorado Independent Enerqgy

Suite 300

Atzoraeys
Association

vy THopms 2 Ol X

Robert M. Pomeroy, JX.. Esq.

Thomas R. O'Donnell, ZEsq.

Holland and Hars LLP

8390 East Crescent Sarkway, Suite 400
-ganwocod Village, Coiorado 80111

Attorneys for Nortd Americzan Power Group
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By:
rank Rnutsoa, General Manager
T-i-State Generation and Transmission
Association, Inc.
Post Office 3ox 33695
Denver, Coiorado 80233

On behalf of Tri-State Ganeration and Transmission
Assoclation |

By:
Ronald L. Lehr, Esq.
934 Gilpin Street
Denver, Colorado 80209-4521

Attoruney for Enron wind'Development corp

By:
Alvin J. Meiklejohn, Jr., Esq.
Jones and Keller
1625 Broadway., Suite 1600
Denver, Colcrado 80202
A:torhey for RN Energy. Inc. .

By: mm-@é KZ%@
Raren Ostrander*RKxud, Esq.

Welborn Sullivan Meck &

Tooley., P.C.
1775 Shaerman Street, Suite 1800

pDenver, Colorado 80203

Attorney for the Colorado 0il and Gas Association

By:
Susan M. Hock : ‘
President -.Coloradeo Remewable Energy Society

1075 East Bates Parkway
Englawood, CO 80110-1713

On behalf of Colorado Renewable Energy Society
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Pzank Eoutsen, Gexeril Masager

Tri-State Geoeraiion and Tvansmission
Asgeciatica, Inc.

Post 0f£ice Box 33635

Deaves, Caicrado 80213

Or betai? of Tri-sStata Ganeration and Transmissicr
Association

sy Lretd R ot

Ronaléd L. Lehe, Esg.
93¢ Gilpin Street
Deavar, Calerado 80209-4522

Aster=ey for Beron Wiad Develogmant Jozp

BY:

Alvis o, Meilkliejox, vr., E3Q.
Jores and Xeller

1625 Broadwvay, Suite 1600
Deaver, Colorade 80202

Attorney 2or KN IZnexrgy., ZIae. (

By«

Razen Ostrandar-Krug. Bsg.
wWeldom Sullivan Mesxk &

Tocley. P.C. .
177% Sheszmaa Streat, Suise 1200
Danver, GSolozado 20203

Actorrey for the Colorads Oll axd Gas Assogiaticn

3y:

Susan M. Hock

Presidast - Celerado Rermevabiae Pnergy Society
1075 zast Bates Paskway

snglewoced, CO 80110-1713

on dehalé of Colorado Ranewadle Bmecgy Society
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frank Fnutscn, General Malager

~ri-State Genera%tion azd Tracenission
Asscciazion, Iaec.

past Office Box 33635

Denve=, Colssado 80233

On berhalf of Tri-State Ganezazion and Traasmissiod
Associazion

Ronald L. Lehr, Bsq.
3§34 Gilpin Street
Dezver. Colorado §3208-4522

ixlslo
Jones Rallex
1525 Broidway, Suite 1600
Deaves, Colarado 80202 )

Attorney for XN Energy, ine.

Kazen Ostrzaader-Krug, =354-

Weldorm Sullivan Meck &
Teoley. 2.C.

177% Saerman Street, Suite 1800

Denves, Colorads 80203

ezorney for the Colorade 0il and Gas Associa;ioa

BY: i
Susan M. Hack
president - Colezrads Rerewadbla BERergyY society

1075 East Batas Pactkway
Englewood, CO . 80110-2713

Oz behal? of Coloradc Redewable Energy Society
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By:

Frank Knutson, Gexeral Manager

m—i-State Generation and Transmission
Associacion, Ine.

Pose Office Rax 33695

Deaver, Calorado 80213

Or behalf of Tri-Staze Gezeration and Transrissioa
Associatios

Ronald L. Lenr. Esq.
934 Gilpin StIeet '
Deaver, Colorado 80209-¢4521

Attorney Zcr EPnron Wind Development cb:p

8y:

Alvin J. Meiklejohn, Jr.. Bsq.
Jozes and Xellec

1625 3roadway. Suite 1600
Dervaer, Colorado 80202 ’

Attornaey for KN Energy. Inc.

3y:
Xaren Ostraader-Xrug, Esq.
walbora Sullivan Meck &
Tooley. E.C.
1775 Shermar Scrset, Suite 1800
Denver, Colozado 80203

Attoraey for the Colorado Oil and Gas Association

S Yy P/

Susan M. HocX . .
Presideat - Cole=ads Raenewatle Enargy society

1075 East Bates Pazkxway
Bnglewood, CO 80110-1713

Oon bahalf of Colerado Reaewabla Enelgy Socliety
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By:7S4é;;24Z:2;:fkfg%%ﬁggs?ééasi_____.
Frank K=uteon, Gene34. Manager

r-i-State Genarazicn and Transmiseion
Associatior, Inc.

Poss Office Box 33695

Danvez., Colorado 8021313

On behalf of Tri-State Ganeraticn and Transmissiozn
Aascciation

Rozald L. Lehr, EsQ.
934 Gilpin Streatc
Benver, Cocloerade 80209-4521

Attorney fer Enron Wind Develcpnent COTP

By:

Avin J. Meixlejoha, °r., EsqQ.
Jones and Reller

1625 Broadway, Sulte 1600
Danver, Colovado 80202 ‘

Attornay £or KN Enargy. Iac.

By:

. Karen Qstrander-Xrug, E8Q. |
Welborn Sullivan Meck &

Tooley, P.C.
1775 Skherman 5Straet, Sulte 1800
Denaver, Colorads #0203

Attorney for the Colezado Qil and Gas Assceiation

BY:

Susan M. Hock

President - Colorado Refewable Ezexgy Society
1075 Eastc Bateg Parkway

Tnglewood, CO 801310-1712

o= peral? of Colorzdc Reasewable Erergy Society
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

T hereby certify that on this theZg& day of September,

1998, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 1996 Integrated
AG! , Docket No.

- AN W Om =m
- E Gn Y =N
S EE T .

Rescurce Plan N
97A-297E, was served via U.

to the following:

Bruce Smith, Director
Coiorado Public Utilides Commission

1580 Logan, OL2  ~
Denver, CO 80205

Kenneth V. Reif, Esq.

Director, Offce of Consumer Counsel
1580 Logan Street, Surte 610
Deagver, CO 80205

James G. Greenwood
Director, Regulatory Affairs

. Colorado Interstate Gas Company

?. 0. Box 1087
Colorado Springs, CO 80944

Mark A. Minich, Esq.

Senior Attorney

Colorado Interstate Gas Company
P. O. Box 1087

Colaorado Springs, CO 80944

Jerry W. Goad

Nazural Resources Secton
1525 Sherman St, 3th Floor
Denver, CO 80205

Jay Brizie, Esq.

Otfce of Energy Conservadon
1675 Broadway, No. 1500
Denver, CO 80202

Nicholas Muller, =sq.

Executive Dirsctor

Colorado Independent Energy Association
475 |7* Soeer, Suite 940

Denver, CO 80202

N2 LelFsd-l §.738 Ll

S. mail, postage prepaid and addressed

Jefrey G. Pearson, Esq.
Kelly/Haglund/Garzsey & Kahn LLC
1441 18th Street, Suite 300

Deaver, CO 80202-1296

1.1 Carroll, Esq.

Asst. General Counsel

K N Exnergy, Inc.

370 Vaa Gordon Street

?. 0. Box 281504 ’
Lakewood, CO 80228-8304

Alvin J. Meiklejoha, Jr., Esq.
Jones & Keller ,
1625 Broadway, Suite 1600
Deaver, CO 80202

Joseph F. Furzy, Esq.

Asst. General Counsel

K N Marketing, Inc. -

370 Vaa Gordoa Street

P. O. Box 281504

Lakewood, Colorado 80228-8504

Karen Ostrander-Krug, Esq.

Welbom Sullivaa Meck & Tooley, 2.C
1775 Sgerman Street, Suite 1800
Denver, CO 80203

Bill Schroer, Esg.

The Alliance

15880 West 14tk Place
Golden, CO 30401.2925




Roben E. Temmer, Esq.

General Counsel

Tr-State Generation and
Transmission Associaton, lac.

P. O. Box 33695

Deaver, CO 80255

Terry Ross, Vice President
Center for Energy and Economic
Development .

P. O. Box 288

Fraaktowm, CO 80116

Peter Glaser, Esq.
Doherty, Rumble & Butler, P.A.
1401 New. York Avenue, Suite 1100

Washingron, D.C. 20008

Eric Blank, Esq.

LAW Fund

2250 Baseline Roag, Suits 200
Boulder, CO 80302

Dianma L. Ot

Orf & Orf, P.C.

225 East'16™ Avenue, #1070
P. O. Box 102036

"Deaver, CO 80250-2036

Secr., CRES
21547 MountsSeid Drive
Goldez, CO 80401

Harold Hubbard, FhD.

Pres., CRES

1889 Deaver West Drive, Apt. 1524
Golden, CO 80401

Richard L. Fanyo, Esq.
Michael P. Roch, Esqg.
Duford & Brows, P.C.
1700 Broadway, Suite 1700
Deaver, CO 80280-1701

aNZ Lil841.0 78 2354
9/29/38 L:18 pa

Karl F. Kuamli, I, Esq.
Dietze & Davis, P.C.
2060 Broadway, Suite 400
Boulder, CO 30502

Steven L Deaman, Esq.
Rickard L. Corbera, Esq.
Deaman & Corbetta, P.C.
1290 Broagway, Suite #702
Deaver, CO 80205

Scan Keith

UtiliCorp United lac.

20 West 9% Street, #6-124
Kansas City, MO 64105-1711

Paula Connelly, Esq.

Associate General Counsel

Public Servica Compary of Colorado
1225 17th Street, Suite 600

Deaver, CO 80202

Mara Jennings-Fader, Esg.
Assistant Attorney General
Regulatory Law Section

1515 Sherman Street, Fifth Floor
Deaver, CO 80205

Dr. T. Baldwin Ranson
700 Kimbark Street
Longmont, CO 30501

Steven 3. Richardson, Esq.
Hoime Roberts & Owen LLP
1700 Lincoln Street, Suite 4100
Denver, CO 80203

Barbara J. Biggs
Governmental/Legisladve Liaison
Metro Wastewater Reclamstion Distict
6450 York Strest

Denver, CO 80229-7459
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Robert M. Pomeroy, Jr., Esq.
Holland & Hart

8350 E. Cresceat Pkwy., #200
Englewood, CO 80110

Fred Stoffel

Public Servics Company
1225 - 17th Strest, Suite 1000
Deaver, CO 80202

Ronald L. Lehr, Esq.

934 South Gilpin Street -
Denver, CO 80209-4521

Ann E. Hopfenbeck, Esq.
Michelle A. Noreross, Esq.
Simon P. Lipstein, Esq.

Office of the Azorney General
1525 Sherman Street, St Floor
Denves, CO 80203

Sandra Johnson Jones

Colorado Public Utilides Commission
1580 Logan Street, Office level 2
Deaver, CO 80203

Robert Gates

Eqron Wind Development Corporaton
13000 Jamesoa Read

Tehachapi, CA 93561

Wwendie Allstot

Colorado Public Udlities Commission
1580 Logan Street, Office Level 2
Deaver, CO 80203

Saeed Barbaghi

Colorado Public Utilities Commission
1580 Logan St=er, Office Level 2
Denver, CO 80203

" Eric Jorgensen

Colorado Public Udlides Commission
1580 Logan Street, Office Level 2
Degver, CO 80203

an: t4n3e3.% 81713 19138
$r23:30 L8 pm

Frank Shafer
Colorado Public Utilites Commission

1580 Logan Strest, Office Lavel 2.
Denver, CO 80205

Bruce Mitchell

Colorado Public Udlites Commission
1580 Logan Steet, Office Level 2
Denver, CO 80203

Vinson Saowberger

Colorado Public Utilides Commission
1580 Logan Sereet, Office Level 2
Dexgver, CO 80203

st Jihlls.
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Signed Nov. 2, 1998

Janet Griffin

Manager, Environmental Affairs
Schering-Plough Corporation
2000 Galloping Hill Road
Kenilworth, NJ 07033-0530

Re: Schering Corporation - MACT Applicability Determination
Dear Ms. Griffin:

This is in response to your September 30, 1998 letter regarding MACT applicability for Schering
Corporation and Schering-Plough Research Institute (SPRI). Based on the information provided,
Schering Plough Corporation owns 100% of Schering Corporation and 84% of SPRI and the two
facilities are both located on the Kenilworth site. Major source is defined in 40 CFR §63.2 as any
stationary source or group of stationary sources located within a contiguous area and under
common control that has the potential to emit 10 tpy of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tpy
combined. Because Schering Plough Corporation has sufficient control of the two entities and the
two entities are on the same property, we conclude that SPRI and Schering Corporation are one

“major source” for MACT applicability.

However, a Research and Development (R&D) facility meeting the definition under § 112(c)(7)
of the Clean Air Act is not subject to the pharmaceutical MACT. (See 40 CFR § 63.1250(d)).
You would still need to look at the potential to emit of HAPs from both facilities to determine if
Schering is subject to the MACT standard since the two facilities are one “major source”.
However, the portion of the major source that is R&D is not subject to subpart GGG. We do not
know if SPRI is a R&D facility since that information is not provided in your letter. If this is your
intent, then we suggest you act conservatively in determining whether the entire SPRI is indeed

R&D.

Therefore, in conclusion, SPRI and Schering Corporation are one “major source” for MACT
applicability purposes. However, if SPRI is strictly a Research and Development facility, SPRI
may not be subject to the pharmaceutical MACT promulgated at part 63, subpart GGG.

If you have any questions, please call Christine Fazio of my office at 212-637-4015.

Sincerely,

Steven C. Riva, Chief
Air Programs Branch

cc: Tom Micai, NJDEP
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO
SEPARATION POLICY

Submitted in Accordance
With the Stipulation and Agreement Filed
in Docket No. 97A-297E

Effective November 2, 1998

Public Service Company of Colorado (“Public Service"), the Staff of the Colorado Public
Utilides Commission (“Commission”), the Office of Consumer Counsel, and other partics
entered into a Stipulation and Settlement Agreement (the “Stipulation™) in Docket No. 97A-297E
(In the Matter of the Application of Public Service Company of Colorado for an Order
Approving its 1996 Integrated Resource Plan). The purpose of the Stipulation was to resolve
issues among the parties in Docket No. 97A-297E so as to expedite Commission action on Public
Service's 1996 Integrated Resource Plan and thereby enable Public Service to add resources on
1ts system to meet previously unanticipated customer demand.

Among other resource acquisitions identfied in the Stipuladon, Section I.B of the
Stipulation specified that Public Service will issue a new RFP for up to 676 MWs of supply-side
resources (the “New Supply-side RFP™) to be installed and available for the delivery of firm
capacity prior to the summer peak of 2000. Public Service represented in Section 1I.B.7 of the
Stipulation that it would not submit a bid in response to the New Supply-side RFP, but, as
indicated in this same section, affiliates of Public Service (the “NCE Companies”) may submit
bids. Secton II.B.7 further specifies that “{a]ny bids submitted by an NCE Company shall be
treated in the same manner as non-NCE related bids.”

To assure the faimess of the bid evaluation process, Public Servicc committed to retain
the services of a non-NCE affiliated third-party evaluator to review Public Service's evaluation
of the bids submitted in response to the New Supply-side RFP, as noted in Stipulation Section
I1.B.8. To provide further assurance that Public Service will not give preference to an NCE
Company in the bid evaluation process, Public Service committed to:

establish a-written policy directed at separating those involved, directly or indirectly, in
evaluating bids from those involved, directly or indirectly, in submitting bids with respect
to communications (Separation Policy) 1o insure that all bidders arc treated in a non-
discriminatory manner and no affiliate receives preference. Public Service agrees to file
the Separation Policy referred to above with the Commission by the date bids are due.

1d.
Public Service has created and adopted this Separation Policy to carry out its commitment

in Section I1.B.8 of the Stipulation. To assure that its affiliates will receive no advantage, Public
Service is implementing this Separation Policy immediately.

11/9/98 3:15 PM
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L Defipitions

The following underlined terms used in this Scparation Policy have the following
meanings:

1. The terms “affiliate,” “subsidiarv,” and “holding-company system™ shall have the
meanings sct out in Section 2 of the Public Udlity Holding Company Act of 1935 (Exhibit A
hereto).

2. NCE Company means those companies within the New Century Energies, Inc.
(*“NCE™) holding-company system, other than Public Service.

3. NCS means New Century Services, Inc., the service company subsidiary within
the NCE holding-company systemn. NCS provides an array of services to Public Service and
other NCE Companies.

4, UE means Utility Engineering, Inc., which provides engincering and construction
services to Public Service, NCE Companies, and third parties.

5. SPS means Southwestern Public Service Company, an operating utility company
within the NCE holding-company system.

II.  Applicability

This Separation Policy shall extend to Public Service and the NCE Companies. Section
[V, Communications, shall also govern how Public Service responds to requests for information
relating to the New Supply-side RFP to all interested partics.

OI.  Qrganization Separation

1. Bid Evaluation Team. Public Service will establish a team of personnel to
evaluate the bids submitted in response to the New Supply-side RFP (the “Bid Evaluation
Team™).

a ~ The personnel assigned to the Bid Evaluation Team may be employees of
Public Service, NCS, UE, and SPS. Exhibit B hereto lists the names of members of the Bid
Evaluation Team, their titles, and their employers.

b. A Team Lead for the Bid Evaluation Team will be appointed, and is
identified in Exhibit B. With respect to all matters relating to the New Supply-side RFP bid
evaluation, all Bid Evaluation Team members will report to the Team Lead rather than their
normal supervisors, unless their normal supervisors are also members of the Bid Evaluation
Team. The Team Lead will report directly to Brian P. Jackson, Senior Vice President of Finance
and Administration for the NCE system, regarding matters relating to the Bid Evaluation Team

11/9/98 3:15 PM
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and the review process. To the extent possible, such reports will be in writing and Mr. Jackson
will make any inquiries he has regarding the Bid Evaluation Team and the bid evaluation process
in writing. Such written communications will be provided to the Liaison, discussed in Section
1.3. The third-party svaluator shall have the right to inspect these written communications.

c. A Liaison for the Bid Evaluation Team will also be appointed, and shall be
identified in Exhibit B. Certain specific functons of the Liaison are discussed elsewhere in this
Separation Policy. The Team Lead will not be the Liaison.

d. In the event that additional personnel from Public Service, NCE, UE, or
SPS are required to assist the Bid Evaluation Team in any manner, including in the preparation
of responses to information in accordance with Section IV or in the evaluadon of bids, the Bid
Evaluation Team will obtain such assistance by adding new Bid Evaluation Team members.
Such new members, however, will not be NCE Company personnel who have assisted any
Proposal Development Team. Exhibit B will be revised to reflect such new members. Any
revisions to Exhibit B made subsequent to the filing of this Separation Policy with the
Commission will be provided to the third-party evaluator, the Liaison, and to any interested party
who contacts the Liaison and requests to see such revisions.

2. Proposal Development Team. Those NCE Companies that are contemplating
making a proposal in response to the New Supply-side RFP will establish a2 Proposal
Development Team.

a A Proposal Development Team shall consist of all employees of the
sponsoring NCE Company, and selected personnel from other NCE Companies or Public
Service. However, before personnel from other NCE companies or Public Service can become
members of a Proposal Development Team, they must receive written permission from Mr. Brian
Jackson 50 as to assure that personnel will not be selected who may be needed for the Bid
Evaluation Team. These Proposal Development Team members from other NCE companies or
Public Service may not utilize or convey confidential Public Service information in their
assisting in the efforts of the Proposal Development Team. Also, these selected Proposal
Developmeat Team personnel may not be on the Bid Evaluation Team. Exhibit C hereto lists the
names of members of the Proposal Development Team(s), their titles, and their employers.
Additions and updates will be provided to the Liaison and any interested parties including the
third-party evaluator.

b. A Proposal Development Team shall have a Team Lead, and team
members will report to that person with respect to team matters. The Team Lead will report to
Henry H. Hamilton, Senior Vice President of Commodity Services for the NCE system,
regarding matters relating to bid preparation. To the extent possible, such reports will be in
writing and Mr. Hamilton will make any inquiries he has regarding the Proposal Development
Team and its development of a proposal in writing. The third-party evaluator shall have the right
to inspect these written communications.

11/9/98 3:15 PM
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<. More than one NCE Company may establish a Proposal Development
Team: there shall be no restrictions on the sharing of personnel or communications between
Proposal Development Teams.

IV.  Comumunications

Following the date of the effectiveness of this Separation Policy, the following standards
and procedures will apply to requests for information and other communications regarding the
New Supply-side RFP:

1. It is expected that prospective bidders will wish to obtain additional information
relating to the New Supply-side RFP and the Public Service electric system. The Bid Evaluation
Team will use two methods for receiving such inquiries and providing such information.

a. Information may be requested through written inquiries directed to the
Liaison. The Liaison will document each inquiry in an Inquiry Log, and forward it to the Team
Lead with the name of the inquiring party withheld. The Team Lead will then direct the
preparation of a response from the Bid Evaluation Team. If necessary, the Bid Evaluation Team
may add team members in accordance with Section I11.1.d to respond to requests for information.
Once the written response is prepared, the Liaison will forward it to the inquiring party. Any
interested party may review the prepared written responses (absent the inquiring party’s identity)
by making arrangements with the Liaison. Moreover, the Bid Evaluation Team Lead may in
some instances determine that a response should be provided to all known recipients of the RFP
automatically. For this purpose, the Liaison shall keep a mailing list, and interested parties may
request that their names be added to it. Only the Liaison and third-party evaluator will have
access (o the Inquiry Log containing the identity of the inquirer.

b. Information may also be provided in public information sessions or “Bid
Conferences.” At such sessions, questions may be asked in writing without arribution or orally.
A transcript of any Bid Conference will be kept, and may be reviewed by making appropriate
arrangements with the Liaison. The Team Lead may invite any employee of Public Service,
NCS, UE, and SPS to help respond to inquiries at public information sessions, so long as such
employee is not a member of a Proposal Development Team.

2. A Proposal Development Team will use the procedures specified in Section [V.1
to obtain any information regarding the Public Service electric or gas systems that is not
available from public sources and is necessary to prepare its bid proposal for the New Supply-
side RFP. Moreover, it will not request assistance from non-team member employees of Public
Service, NCE, UE, or SPS for the purposes of analyzing, interpreting, or evaluating information
regarding Public Service’s electric or gas systems.

3. Members of the Bid Evaluation Team and a Proposal Development Team will not
have any oral communications with each other regarding thc New Supply-side RFP bid
solicitation or evaluation process. All communications must follow the same procedures as those
established for all other bidders (as specified in Section [V.1).

{1/9/98 3:15 PM
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EXHIBITB

Bid Evaluation Team
(Initial - 11/2/98)

Bid Evaluation Team Lead: Chuck Rhodes

Liaison: John Richards

Third-party evaluator: Alan Taylor; Principal (Hagler Bailly) and staff
Bid Evaluation Team:

Chuck Rhodes; Team Lead, Resource Acquisition and Analysis, NCS
Jim Hill; Engineer/Analyst, RAA, NCS

John Lupo; Analyst, RAA, NCS

John Richards; Engineer/Analyst, RAA, NCS

John Hatch; Analyst; RAA, NCS

Mike Martin; Analyst, RAA, NCS

Art Warren; Analyst, RAA, NCS

David Eves; Director, Power Purchasing and Trading, NCS

Mark Clements; Team Lead, Transmission Reliability Assessment
Tim Pillsbury; Manager, Resource Acquisition and Analysis, NCS
Olan Plunk; Director, Environmental Services, NCS, and all staff
Gary Petersen; Director, Substation Engineering and Support Services, NCS
Arvin Michel; Manager, Transmission Engineering, NCS

Mike Niehoff; General Manager., Utility Engineering,

Jim Love; Director, Production and Distr. Gen., PSCo

Tom Mill, Director, Business Analysis

Tom Funk, Principal Financial Analyst

Todd Anderson, Financial Analyst

Tim Sheesley, Economist

1179/98 3:15 PM
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EXHIBIT C

Proposal Development Team
(Initial 11/2/98)

Team Lead - John Tolk

Quixx (all personnel)

Steve Dayney; Project Manager, Business Expansion

John Tolk; Project Manager, Utility Engineering

Steve Jones; Engineer/Analyst, Resource Acquisition and Analysis
Tom Wos; Manager, Plant Engineering, Utility Engineering

Ross McCausland, Finance, NCS

Eddie Baron, Utility Engineering

Jimmy Williams, Utility Engineering

Stcve Cross, Utility Engineering

Chuck Fuller, General Manager, North Plants, PSCo

Juan Santos, Principle Engineer, Transmission Reliability Analysis, NCS
Susan Arigoni, Director, Gas Planning and Marketing

Werner Uebelhoer, Gas Planning and Marketing

Bob Burchfield, Manager Operations, Pawnee Stations

117998 3:15 PM
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APPENDIX A
SUMMARY OF SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

Public Service Company’s RFP re-issue is the result of a Stipulation and Sctticment Agreement
among PSCo, the Colorado Public Utilities Commission, and most interveners in the PSCo IRP
docket [Docket Number 97A297E). The key terms of the agreement are summarized below.

*

Capacity requirements are predicated on the actual 4835 MW peak that Public Service
achieved on July 13, 1998. This peak will be escalated according to the Company’s
current methodology.

Public Service will pursue its near term supply acquisition activities for firm capacity to
cover the 12 month period ending September, 1999. Public Service may enter into
agreements longer than I year in order to meet the ncar-term needs. To the extent that
such agreements extend into 2000 and 2001, PSCo will appropriately reduce (by up to
156 MW) the resources the Company will obtain through the IRP process in 2000 and
2001.

Public Service will issue a new Request for Proposal for supply side resources for up to
675 MW with deliveries beginning May 1, 2000. Contracts for these resources will be for
up to seven years. The RFP process is contemplated (o be completed by the end of 1998,
with contracts to be awarded by January 31, 1999. This should provide winning bidders
the most time, under the circumstances, to design, site, finance and construct any new
facilities. NCE companies, cxcept Public Service, are permitted to compete under the
same terms and conditions as any other third party bidders.

The Company has committed to separatc the people within the utility who are running the
RFP process and performing the evaluation and awarding of bids from those people
within NCE who might prepare any NCE bid for merchant plaats. The Company has
committed to describe the procedures for such segregation in writing and to file the
procedures with the Commission. Additionally, the Company has committed to use a
third party, non-affiliated evaluator to provide an assessment of the integrity of the
evaluation and bid award process.

In order to minimize transmission interconnection costs and time requirements, the
Company committed to supply potential bidders information concerning preferred sites to
locate new generation and to report on available pipeline capacity.

Public Service agreed to a 25 MW *“set aside” for wind gencrated energy, and to a
process to begin to determine the capacity value of such resources. This wind energy will

Public Service Company of Colorado
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SUMMARY OF SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT ¢ October 20, 1998 * A-2

be a part of the Company’s system portfolio. No firm capacity value is assigned to the
25 MW as a part of the settiement. The contract for these wind resources will be for

15 years, and the winning bidder will be selected from among those that submitted bids
during the first round. Costs associated with these resources will be recovered through
existing recovery mechanisms (i.e., the earnings test and/or ICA).

Public Service agreed to contract for various other non-wind rencwable resources that
were bid into the first round. Some of these resources are already supplying power. They
are pnmarily small hydro and bio-gas installations. The settlement requires the Company
t0 negotiate in good faith for up to 15.5 MW of these supplies. Contracts will be for

15 years.

Public Service agreed to two additional DSM programs totaling $10 million over 4 years.
The first program will be directed at residendal and small commercial cooling. The
second program is open to all resources. Costs, including administrative costs, associated
with this commitment will be recovered over a 3-year period, after the measures are
instailed.

Public Service will not be required to bid Valmont in the new RFP process; the Company
will receive a CPCN for the 11 MW turbine upgrade. For a two-year period, Public
Service agrees not to file a waiver from the $10 million/10 MW .thresholds included in
the IRP rules.

The settlement provides for the installation of 214 MW of additional capacity at Fort
St. Vrain by the summer of 2001 as a rate based (cost of service) facility. Public Service
is required to file an application for the CPCN for this facility by January 31, 1999.

The settlement defers all issues related to the proposed Tie Line connecting Public
Service to Southwestern. Esseatially, the scttlement states that Public Service will not fill
its apparent capacity needs for 2002 undl the outcome of the Tie Line CPCN application
has been detcrmincd. The Settlement commits Public Service to file its Tie Line CPCN
by the end of the year.

The settlement includes a Contingency Plan, pursuant to which Public Service, as a
public utility with an on-going obligation to serve, is agreeing to stand ready with an
actionable plan to install new capacity that can be brought on line by the summer of 2000
if the new supply side RFP fails to attract bids in excess of 675 MW.

Public Service Company ot Colorado
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APPENDIX B
LOADS AND RESOURCES TABLE
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LoADS AND RESOURCES TABLE * October 20, 1998 ¢ B-1

NTCE North Loads X Rescurce Balance

Based on July 1998 Forecast

Summer 1997-2006
1997 1998 1999 2000 01 2002 2000 2006 2003 2000
A2 B2 3403 413 610 Je10 3819 3419 319 3a1p
=8 238 o 28 28 28 =] 238
218 214 214 216 21 s
SPE.OEC Tranemusion Teline (8) ° 0 2 0 [}
Agaponoe 1 & 2 redremont 90 «“0 -0 80
Sevierment Non-Wind Sanewadies L - o8 18 ar TS 141 148 18.5
TOTAL ADDITIONS/RETIREMENTS 18 a8 @ a7 380 178 b Lad m
arr | erm Capecsty [} 75 [¢] (] [/ [} 0 [} 0 [}
Basn Electric Pawer Cooperaiive No. | 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Basm Elocric Powar Cooparave No.2 79 74 78 T b} 18 s ™ 73 73
Tr-State GAT No.1 100 100 100 100 [ o ° a 3 0
Tn.S1atm GAT No.2 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Tr-Stats GAT No.d 2 23 29 29 F-] s 28 -} 28 -}
Trh.Stare GAT No.é 200 200 150 100 100 50 0 ° 3 °
Tr-Stats GAT No.§ 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Plaro Rivar Power Quthorty 180 142 118 102 ] T4 0 a 3 9
Quasilying Faclities (CF) 828 a8 820 a28 -] a2 29 o a8 a2
1AODANGONT Powar Progucars 12 12 1.2 12 12 1.2 12 1.2 12 12
QF and IPP Contract Relrements Q [F3] @ (16) @ (e (109 u&n (183) [~}
Corract Lossae SRR DU I Y T T O L U Y c IV Sl
TOTAL FIRM PURCMASES 1431 1527 1180 1302 1187 1042 om0 [~ &y ™
TOTAL NET DEPENDABLE CAPACITY | 4783 4919 5021 4953 5061 4918 475G 4533 4633 4584
Nstive Load Without DSM (1988 forecaay) 4872 4910 5118 35289 5443 3428 5396 S78S %049 6138
Towd OSM Programs  (Asly 1898 ferocest) frn) ) (8¢) (29} | [ ) %) i 4] D =)
OSM Progr ) - 0) syl el a 30)
intosruptible Loea  { Ady 1096 forecasl) (118 (3@ (135)  (141) _ (141) (16 (1)) (14D (14D (147)
TOTAL LOAD OSLIGATION: i T Al T ddoe TN T side $333° " s8R ki i
rem Pacficorp Purchass (wh resarvos) (178) (e {179 0 (179 (179 {179) 0re (176 (17¢)
TOTAL LOAD REQUIRING RESERVES l QWS 4% 47I7 4880 S003 4880 5158 %329 S508 5806
Load Obiigation Growih Rate (%) S0%  49%  34%  25% 0%  ITR 33N 4% 34%
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LoADS AND RESOURCES TABLE * October 20, 1998 < B-2

“NCE Rorth Loads X Resource Balance
Baseod on July 1988 Forecast

Summer 1997-2006
1

= AT

R

Minimum Recerve Criterta (WSCC No. 1) (¢) 710 21 ™ 7490 ™H 7% T8 777 T97T 8
Percars of Loss Chigusion 10% 1% 1% 17% 15% 1% 18% 1% 1a% 14%
Actusi Reserve Capactly 478 3898 30« 74 58 N @M (e (IS (11D
Percent of Load Cosgation us [ ] (3] % 1% -1% % -19% -10% 2%
Excese Reserves (W) (230 {323) («n (TR as] W3 (1,88  (1449) (1,67 (107
197 1% 19 2000 2001 02 200 W04 N0 2000

RescurceNeedas MW) 232 3 47 673 709 832 1168 1460 1872 1997

InCramentsl Nood (MW) 4 Fand 27 129 334 04 200 263

— Now
(1) Inexatiod capacity bassd on 2/12/98 £d Gonzales Memo

(2) 100 MW Pnase 10 of PV on<tine Summer 1993

() Vaimome capecity rTsEsen 1t MW startitg May 1999

{4) Pawnee at 495 MW 1967-1389, 508 MW 2000, and 311 MW 2001-2017 for bath nstled capacty and Rserva Calodations

(3) SPS/PSC Teine rwro for cipulation sgreament. Any sadBonal need {ar 2032 a8 a resul of tiels CPCN outcome will be addressad in 1999 IRP.

upply Design . o. 1

Largest Rlsk pivs 5% Load Respondidy 1997 1908 1968 2000 2001 2002 2R 2004 2008 2000
Largent Risx ) 3 ] a8 1 1 m E-5Kj 3L [1X]
5% Load Responeidliy 218 20 =8 s 250 249 ns 200 s 38
Total 710 ™m bt )] 79 781 780 760 ™ ke o8
R=(.0T™MYd0 + . 15" Thema)/(Hydro + Tharmal) * Load Mooponaliily

Hydro 19058 19838 15853 19858 160.56 19853 19853 19933 10053 19066
Themna 3094 3106 3443 3482 0876 3677 3BO 3697 ISW? 26
Load Rooponsdily 4308 4524 4717 4880 5003 4989 5158 5323 008 3690
Facior 0.1440 0.1641 0.14a8 0.1a48 0.1449 0.1440 0.1448 01448 01440 0.1443
L] 020 [ -] (-} o8 728 ™ re8 ™m ro? L2
(ST Dealgn Pertarmancs il IR - & . < § ™ TS T id VT 85
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APPENDIX C
CAPACITY FACTORS OF NEW RESOURCES

To provide bidders with an estimate of the range of capacity factors likely to be seen in
evaluation simulations, PSCo performed an optimization whereby PROSCREEN' was given a
choice of large (104 MW - 143 MW) combustion turbines (CTs) and combined-cycle plants
(CCs) over the 2000-200S period. These resource alternatives were modeled with a cost-of-
service, 30-year depreciation cost structure.

Under base assumptions, the model chose 675 MW of CTs to come on-line in the year 2000.
Together, the new simple-cycle units ran at an average capacity factor of 2.9% in the first year of
the simulation, and ramped up evenly to an average capacity factor of 9.3% by the sixth year of
the simulation. [t is important to note that under different fixed cost assumptions, the model
might well have chosen combined cycle plants for the year 2000. Since PSCo cannot predict how
bidders will structure the recovery of their capital costs, this simulation offers little insight into
the relative competitiveness of CCs and CT's. The best use¢ of the outcome of this simulation is to
note the capacity factors of the units which are chosen by the model.

In this simulation, capacity factors are a function of the variable production cost (a function of
heat rate, variable O&M, and fuel cost) associated with a unit and how the variable cost of the
unit compares with that of other available resources. PSCo used typical simple-cycle and
combined-cycle heat rates and variable O&M numbers to model the alternative units. So to the
degree that proposals involving CCs and CTs offer energy prices based on typical CC and CT
variable production costs, the capacity factors seen in this simulation should reasonably reflect
how proposed CCs and CTs will be “dispatched™ in the bid evaluations.

In this simulation, the 214 MW FSV-3 combined-cycle plant was “hard-wired” to come on line
in 2001 in accordance with the settlement agreement (see Appendix A). The model dispatched
the FSV-3 CC at a 35% capacity factor in the first year, increasing by 4%-5% cach year
afterward. The model chose the first non-hard-wired combined-cycle plant in the fourth year of
the simulation, and ran it at a 33% capacity factor the first year. The capacity factor of this plant
was shown to increase in subsequent years in a manner similar to the FSV-3 CC. Again the
timing of these units and the choice of CCs or CTs would change in the simulation as cost
assumptions change.

1. PROSCREEN is an integrated cupital and production costing and optimization model. It is a product ot New
Energy Associates of Atlanta, Georgia.

Public Service Company of Colorado
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méj DENVER, CO 80202-2466

NOV |2 (998

Ref: 8P-AR

Julie Wrend

Legal Administrator

Air Pollution Control Division

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment e
4300 Cherry Creek Drive, South

Denver, CO 80246-1530

Re: Single Source Determination for Coors/TriGen

Dear Ms. Wrend:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 8, has reviewed your October
6, 1998 letter to Terry Lukas in the Office of Regional Counsel, concerning whether the TriGen
power plant located at the Coors Brewery in Golden, Colorado should be considered part of the
brewery, rather than a separate source. In particular, you asked us to confirm your analysis (1)
that the power plant is a "support facility" belonging to the same major industrial grouping (same
two-digit SIC code) as the brewery and (2) that the power plant and the brewery are under
"common control.” We agree with both parts of your analysis. The power plant and brewery are

properly considered to be single source for purposes of pre-construction permitting (PSD and
nonattainment area New Source Review) and Title V.

As we understand the pertinent facts, the TriGen power plant is located on the Coors site,
adjacent to the brewery. Onrginally, Coors owned and operated the power plant, but recently sold
the plant to TriGen. TriGen operates the plant under a 30-year contract that requires TriGen to
supply 100 percent of the power needs of the brewery. Any additional electricity generated may
be sold to outside users, although TriGen does not have any other other customers at this time.
Under a settlement agreement between Coors and the Air Pollution Control Division, VOC
emissions from the brewery must be ducted to the power plant and destroyed in its utility boilers.

EPA regulations define "major source” as any stationary source (or any group of
stationary sources located within a contiguous or adjacent area, under the common control of the
same person, and classified under the same 2-digit Standard Industnal Classification (SIC) code)
that meets the "major" source threshold of one of various sections of the Clean Air Act. See, e.g.,

aPn'med on Recycled Paper




40 C.F.R. §'51-166(b)(1) and (6); 40 C.F.R. § 70.2. To take the second point of your analysis
first, EPA has established several mechanisms by which sources and permitting authorities can
determine whether there may be "common control” over a group of stationary sources. First,
common control can be established through ownership of multiple sources by the same parent
corporation or by a parent and a subsidiary of the parent corporation. Second, common control
can be established if an entity such as a corporation has the power to direct the management and
policies of a second entity, thus controlling its operations, through a contractual agreement or a
voting interest. If common control is not established by the first two mechanisms, then one
should consider whether there is a contract for service relationship between the two companies or

if a support/dependency relationship exists between the two companies in order to determine
whether a common control relationship exists.'

In the case of Coors and TriGen, the brewery and power plant which were once held in
common by Coors are now held under separate ownership. TriGen is not a subsidiary of Coors,
so the first mechanism does not apply. Nor do the facts suggest the kind of contractual
agreement between Coors and TriGen or voting interest that would meet the general definition of
"control" used by the Securities and Exchange Commission and establish common control under
the second mechanism. However, there is a contract between Coors and TriGen that creates a
support/dependency relationship: TriGen's power plant supports the Coors brewery by providing
not less than 100 percent of its power needs. With no other customers at present, the power plant
is a wholly dedicated support facility for the brewery. For its part, the brewery depends on the
TriGen facility for electrical power, as well as for pollution control under the settlement
agreement between the Division and Coors. Both the product (power) provided by Tri-Gen and
the use of its equipment for pollution control are integral to the operation of the brewery.

Thus the third mechanism, establishing control through a support/dependency relationship,
appears to apply. See, John S. Seitz Memorandum, page 8. I[n addition to the evidence already
discussed, the power plant is located not just adjacent to the brewery, but "on" the brewery site."
If the power plant is located on Coors property, that fact alone creates a presumption of common
control. See letter from William Spratlin, Air, RCRA and Toxics Division Director, Region 7, to
State and Local Air Directors (September 18, 1995) (enclosed), discussing how a company may
be able to rebut the presumption that locating on another company's land establishes a "control”
relationship. Among the criteria for "common control" of co-located sources discussed in that
letter are sharing pollution control equipment, limiting sales of one source's products, and using

operation of one source to support the operation of the other. Each of these criteria support a
finding of common control for Coors and TriGen.

Just as the Coors-TriGen contract establishes common control, the contract also makes
the TriGen power plant a "support facility" for purposes of determining major industnial grouping
under the Standard Industrial Classification Manual. As the manual explains, the SIC code is a
system for classifying facilities according to type of economic activity. Here, the power plant lacks

'See John S. Seitz Memorandum, "Major Source Determinations for Military Installations
under the Air Toxics, New Source Review, and Title V Operating Permit Programs of the Clean
Air Act" (August 2, 1996) (enclosed)(also available on EPA's Technology Transfer Network).
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a primary economic activity of its own: instead, it serves to support the activity of another facility.

Therefore, the power plant is properly classified under the same SIC code as the brewery, which
is the primary economic activity on the site.

We conclude, as you did, that the power plant and the brewery should be treated as a
single source, because they are a "group of stationary sources that are located on one or more
contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under common control of the same person (or persons
under common control) belonging to a single major industrial grouping” (40 C.F.R. § 70.2). The
power plant has always been a support facility and a part of the larger stationary source. When
Coors owned the power plant, the single source determination was without question. The source
should not be separated into two separate sources now, when Coors has only divested itself of
ownership of the power plant, not of control over its operation and output.

If you have any questions, please contact Meredith Bond of my staff, at (303) 312-6438 or
Terry Lukas at (303) 312-6898.

Air Program

Enclosures

cc: Jim King, Colorado APCD
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Mr. Denis Myers S é‘," N
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment @V“
Air Pollution Control Division @
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South, APCD-SS-B1 <

Denver, CO 80246-1530

Re: KN Power - Air Permit Application to Construct a Power Plant Near Fort Lupton

Dear Mr. Myers:

On behalf of the KN Power Company, Air Sciences is submitting the enclosed
application (one original and six copies) for the construction of a combustion turbine
power plant near Fort Lupton, Colorado. The plant will include four GE LM6000 natural
gas-fired combustion turbines and is defined as a major stationary source pursuant to the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. The proposed project site is
classified as attainment for all criteria pollutants.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 303-988-2960. A check for 3300 is
enclosed to cover the APEN filing fee.

Sincerely,
Kevin Lewis
Chemical Engineer

KSL:ajh

cc: Paul Steinway, KN Power Company
Larry Stoddard, Stoddard Consulting

Enclosure
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In the response to power shortages experienced in the Denver area this summer Public Service
Company of Colorado (PSCo) has issued a RFP for an additional 675 MW of capacity to be
operational no later than May 1, 2000. This air permit application is being made by KN Power to
provide near term generation capacity in response to this RFP process. This generation will help to
alleviate the threat of additional rolling blackouts in PSCo's service area and addresses concerns
expressed by the Colorado Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) during recent public hearings.

KN Power plans to construct and operate a natural gas combustion turbine plant located near
Fort Lupton Colorado. (See Figure 1.1.) The purpose of this plant is to provide electrical power to the
surrounding area during the high demand hours of each day. (These hours generally occur between 7

a.m. and 11 p.m.)

The following sections of this application provide the required information for obtaining a permit
for construction and operation of the proposed power plant. This information includes a description of
the plant and operation (Section 2.0), area designation and applicable regulations (Section 3.0),
potential air emissions and emission controls (Section 4.0), an environmental impact analysis (Section
5.0), and a compliance monitoring plan (Section 6.0). The compteted Colorado Air Pollution Control
Division (APCD) construction permit application form and Air Pollution Emission Notice (APEN) forms

are provided in Appendix A.

Note that the plant KN Power proposes to operate will result in insignificant ambient impacts
(i.e., below the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) significance levels) of nitrogen oxides
(NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter less than 10 microns in
diameter (PM;g). A facility plot plan (showing the source/stack locations) is provided as Figure 1.2.
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FIGURE 1.2
FACILITY PLOT PLAN
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20 FACILITY DESCRIPTION

KN Power proposes to construct and operate a natural gas combustion turbine plant. The plant
will be constructed in two phases. The first phase will be a simple cycle combustion turbine piant.
The second phase, to be completed one or more years after completion of the first phase, will be a
conversion of the simple cycle plant to a combined cycle plant. The combined cycle plant will include
duct firing and steam production for the steam turbine. Because the combined cycle plant will have
higher emissions than the simple cycle plant (due to the addition of duct burners) and is subject to
more restrictive regulations.' this application will address the combined cycle plant as the source to be

pemitted from this point forward.

The combined cycle plant will consist of four aeroderivative GE LM6000 natural gas combustion
turbines (CT), one duct bumer (DB) per combustion turbine, and a steam turbine. The plant will be
capabie of producing approximately 190 MW of power from the CT's in combined cycle. (Each duct
burner can supply an additional 15 MW at maximum firing.) Ancillary equipment will include one 850
KW emergency diesel generator (EDG) and a cooling tower. Figure 2.1 provides a flow diagram of the

process.

KN Power has chosen the LME6000 aeroderivative CT over the frame CT because of the ability
of these CT's to meet the operational demand of the plant. As discussed in Section 1.0, the plant is
designed to provide power only during the high demand hours of each day. These hours generally
occur between 7 a.m. and 11 p.m. This requires that the CT's be started up and shut down on a daily
basis. Frame CT's require three to five hours to startup, and each startup is equivalent to 10 to 20
hours of operation in terms of wear and tear. On the other hand, aeroderivative CT's can achieve full
load in approximately 20 minutes with essentially no wear and tear penalty for the startup, making
these CT's ideal for the proposed plant.

' The major stationary source threshold under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations for
combined cycle plants is 100 tons per year because it is a listed source category. The major stationary source
threshold for the simple cycle plant is 250 tons per year,




FIGURE 2.1
PROCESS FLOW DIAGRAM

FOR A SINGLE LM6000 COMBUSTION TURBINE IN COMBINED CYCLE

TO ATMOSPWERE
NATNIRAL GAS
HEAT REC OVERY
STEMS GENERATOR ELECTRC
il z COMBL STON ¢ I
STACK
TURBINE (CT) ELECTRLTY
[+V]e1 g
BURNERS
o9
I | . R T
Waw .I
‘ l ELECTRC
GENERATOR
i I ——
CONDE NS ER
Sewn
- S
| TOA MOSPHERE
eonsie ‘L 7 é
- Ratum CODUNG TOWER

| v |




3.0 AREA DESIGNATION AND APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS

The following subsections describe the air quality designations of the area in the KN Power plant
proposed location and the air pollutant emission limits that would be applicable.

3.1 Area Designations

The proposed location of the KN Power plant is near the city of Fort Lupton, Colorado in Weld
County. According to 40 CFR §81.306, the attainment status for this location, for each of the following

poliutants is:

SO, Better than the national standard (regarded as attainment)
co Unclassifiable/Attainment

Ozone Unclassifiable/Attainment

PMio Unclassifiabie (freated as attainment)

NO; Better than the national standard (regarded as attainment)

Weild County is designated as a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class Il area, per
Colorado AQCC Regulation 3, Part B, V.B. The nearest PSD Class | area (Rocky Mountain National

Park) is approximately 67 kilometers west of the project site.

3.2 Emission Limitations under Colorado Air Quality Control Commission
Regulations

The following sections address the applicable Colorado Air Quality Control Commission's
Regulations (AQCC) as found in the Colorado Code of Regulations, 5§ CCR 1001 through 1023.

3.2.1 Visible Emissions

The visible emissions of any air pollutant from each CT, each DB, each cooling tower vent, and
the EDG may not exceed 20 percent opacity (under AQCC Regulation No. 1.11LA.1)). The same
opacity limit also applies to the EDG, CT, and DB (under AQCC Regulation No. 6, Part B, 11.C.3.) and
the cooling tower (under AQCC Regulation No. 6, Part B, 1ll.C.3.). The visible emission limitation of
30 percent (AQCC Regulation No. 1.11.A.4.), an exception to the 20% limit, applies during the building




of a new fire, cleaning of fire boxes, soot blowing, stant-up, any process modification, or adjustment or

occasional cleaning of control equipment.

3.2.2 Particulate Emissions

The particutate emission limit for the EDG, each DB, and each CT is based on the equation
given below (AQCC Regulation No. 1.llLA1.b.):
PE = 0.5 (FI) °%
Where:
PE = particulate emission in pounds per million Btu heat input.
FI = fuel input in million Btu per hour.

The particulate emission limit of 0.277 pound per million Btu of heat input applies to the EDG
(i.e., fuel input rate of 9.7 million Btu per hour). The EDG is also subject to this particulate emission
limit under AQCC Regulation No. 6, Part B, I1.C.2.

The particulate emission limit of 0.126 pound per million Btu of heat input applies to each DB
(i.e., fuel input rate of 200 million Btu per hour). The DB is also subject to this particulate emission
limit under AQCC Regulation No. 6, Part B, 11.C.2.

The particulate emission limit of 0.111 pound per million Btu of heat input applies to each CT

(i.e., fuet input rate of 332 million Btu per hour).

The particulate emissiaon limit for the cooling tower is based on the process weight rate equation

(AQCC Regulations No. 1.llI.C.1.b. and No. 6, Pant B, )ll.C.2.), given below:

PE = 17.31(P) **®
Where:
PE = particulate emission rate in pounds per hour.
P = process weight rate in tons per hour.

The maximum weight of cooling water circulating through the cooling tower is 11,266 tons per

hour, resulting in a particulate emission limit of 77 pounds per hour.
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3.2.3 Sulfur Dioxide Emissions

The sulfur dioxide emission limit of 0.8 pounds per million Btu of heat input (AQCC Regulations
No. 1.VI.B.4.b.(i)., and No. 6, Part B, Il.D.2.a.) applies to oil-burning equipment, and therefore is

applicable to the EDG.

The sulfur dioxide emission limit of 0.35 pounds per million Btu of heat input (AQCC Regulation
No. 1.VI.B.4.c.(ii) and No. 6, Part B, 11.D.3.b.) is applicable to each CT.

The averaging time for these sulfur dioxide emissions standards is any 3-hour rolling average of

the emission rates (AQCC Regulation No. 1.VI.B.2)).

3.2.4 Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)

The proposed KN Power plant's potential emissions of NO, and CO are greater than the PSD
major source threshold level of 100 tons per year. As such, it is subject to a PSD review for these
pollutants (AQCC Regulation No. 3, Part B, 1V.D.3). In addition, potential emissions of total
particulate and PM;o are greater than their respective PSD significant levels of 25 and 15 tons per

year, requiring a PSD review for these pollutants as well.

The PSD review consists of a best available control technology (BACT) analysis and an air
quality impact analysis for each poliutant with potential emissions greater than the PSD significance

ievels (i.e., NO,, CO, and particulate matter). These analyses are provided in Sections 4.0 (BACT

analysis) and 5.0 (air quality impact analysis).

3.3 Emission Limitations Under 40 CFR

The following sections address the applicable regulations under Titie 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), adopted by reference in AQCC Regulation No. 6, Part A,

3.3.1 New Source Performance Standards (NSPS)

The requirements of 40 CFR Part 60, Subparnt Db, apply to the duct burners (DB). Subpart Db
sets standards for nitrogen oxides emissions from natural gas-fired duct burners. The nitrogen oxides
emission limit is 0.20 pounds per million Btu of heat input (40 CFR §60.44b(a)(4)(i)).
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The requirements of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart GG, apply to each combustion turbine (CT).
Subpart GG sets standards for nitrogen oxides and sulfur dioxide.

The nitrogen oxides limit for the each CT is based on the equation in 40 CFR §60.332(a)(1)

given below:

STD = 0.0075 (14.4/Y)+F
Where:
STD = allowable nitrogen oxide emissions (percent by volume at 15 percent
oxygen and on a dry basis).
Y = manufacturer's rated heat rate at manufacturer's rated load, in kilojoules
per watt-hour.
F = NO, emission allowance for fuel-bound nitrogen, as NO, percent by

volume.

Therefore, the nitrogen oxides limit for each CT is 119.7 ppm, corrected to 15 percent oxygen
and on a dry basis. The manufacturer's rated heat rate (Y) at the rated load is 9.024 kJ/watt-hr for
each CT. The amount of fuel bound nitrogen (F) in natural gas is zero.

The sulfur dioxide standard requires that the owner or operator meet one of the two foilowing
limitations: 1) a sulfur dioxide exhaust emission limit of 0.015 percent by volume at 15 percent oxygen
on a dry basis (40 CFR §60.633(a)) or 2) a fuel sulfur content limit of no more than 0.8 percent sulfur

by weight, (40 CFR §60.633(b)).
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4.0 EMISSIONS AND CONTROLS

As discussed in Section 3.0, a BACT analysis is required for NO,, CO, and particulate emissions
from the proposed plant. The following sections provide the potential emissions from the plant (after
installation of BACT controls) and the analysis for determining BACT for each pollutant.

4.1 Potential Emissions

Potential emissions from the propased KN Power plant equipment is summarized in Tables 4.1
and 4.2. Table 4.1 provides the short-term emission rates (pounds per hour) and Table 4.2 provides
the long-term emission rates (tons per year). The emission rates provided in these tabies represent
the potential emissions after taking into account the air emission controls required as a result of the
BACT review described in Section 4.2. Emission calculations are provided in Appendix B.

TABLE 4.1
SHORT-TERM POTENTIAL EMISSIONS
NO, co voC PMy S0,
Equipment (Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) (ib/hr) (ib/hr) (Ib/hr)
Each CT/DB system (four systems) 52 58 47 5.2 0.80
Emergency diesel generator (one unit) 30 6.9 0.80 0.88 0.51
Cooling tower (one system) - - - 0.42° -
TABLE 4.2
LONG-TERM POTENTIAL EMISSIONS
NO, co- voc* PMyp* SO,
Equipment (ton/yr) | (ton/yr) | (ton/yr) | (ton/yr) | (ton/yr)
All four CT/DB systems 280.8 1016.2 82.0 91.1 14.0
Emergency diesel generator (one unit) 12.0 2.76 0.32 0.35 0.20
Cooling tower (one system) . . - 1.82° -

* Annual emissions for the CT's and cooling tower are based on potential hourly emissions multiplied by 24 hours
per day and 365 days per year.

The KN Power plant is an insignificant source of hazardous air poliutant (HAP) emissions. HAP
emissions from the emergency diesel generator are less than 0.006 tons per year. (See emission
calculations in Appendix B.) The natural gas-fired combustion turbines and duct burners are not

2 Total particulate emissions are 1.2 pounds per hour.

3 Total particulate emissions are 5.1 tons per year.
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sources of HAP emissions. Although there have been formaldehyde emission factors published in
EPA Air CHIEF 5.0 for natural gas-fired combustion turbines ranging from 0.0027 to 0.00016 pounds
per million BTU, recent source testing of an LM6000 natural gas-fired combustion turbine in Colorado
showed that the formaldehyde emissions were below the detection limit (i.e., 5x1 o* Ib/MMBtu) of the

source test.’

4.2 BACT Analysis

The BACT review process requires detemmination of BACT on a case-by-case basis and
consideration of the unique aspects of each source. The following sections contain the required
review, analysis, and determination of BACT using guidelines from Chapter B of the U.S. EPA
guidance document, "New Source Review Workshop Manual, Draft,” October, 1990. The review was

conducted using the following five steps:

Identification of all possibie control technologies.

Etimination of technologically infeasible technologies.

Comparison of the technoiogies by control effectiveness, cost, energy, and environmental
impact.

Evaluation of the most effective control technology.

Selection of BACT.

Each step is discussed in the following sections. Note that for particulate matter emissions, the
BACT review process is greatly simplified because the natural gas-fired combustion turbines/duct
burners proposed for this project will be fired on only natural gas. (There will be no firing of fuel oil as
a backup fuel,) Natural gas firing results in the lowest achievable emission rate of particulate matter.
Therefore, natural gas firing is BACT for combustion turbines/duct bumers, and the BACT analysis

from this point forward will address NO, and CO emissions only.

4.2.1 Recent BACT Determinations and Possible Control Technologies

Table 4.3 summarizes the recent BACT determinations found in the U.S. EPA
RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (the Clearinghouse). This table has been limited to NO, and CO

* Air Pollution Testing, Inc., Source Emissions'Testing Report for Fort Lupton Cogeneration: Fort Lupton, CO,
October 14, 1997.
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BACT determinations made over the last five years for gas-fired combustion turbines greater than 10
MW in size. The CT's proposed for this project are rated at approximately 48 MW-combined cycle.

Information provided in Table 4.3 was supplemented with information obtained through
telephone conversations with the individual state agencies and/or companies. Records of these
communications are provided in Appendix C. In some cases, information from the Clearinghouse has
been corrected. The compiete list of determinations downloaded from the Clearinghouse is provided

in Appendix C.

TABLE 4.3
SUMMARY OF RECENT RACT/BACT/LAER DETERMINATIONS
FOR NATURAL GAS COMBUSTION TURBINES LARGER THAN 10 MW

, Control No. of
Pollutant Control Technology Tecahnqlogy Determination

asis
NOy water/steam injection RACT 1
NO, water/steam injection BACT 14
NO, water/steam injection LAER 0
NO DLN BACT 23
NO, DLN LAER
NO, SCR® BACT
NO, SCR LAER 2
co good combustion® BACT 42
CcoO good combustion 'LAER
Cco oxidation catalyst BACT 0
Cco oxidation catalyst LAER

As shown in Table 4.3, the available control technologies for NO, and CO emissions from
natural gas combustion turbines are water or steam injection, dry low NO, combustor (DLN), or
selective catalytic reduction (SCR) for NO, control, and good combustion practices or oxidation

catalyst for CO control. All these control options have been proven effective in the commercial

market.

® SCRis usually coupled with DLN or water/steam injéction to lower the levet of NOx entering the catalyst.

% In addition to good combustion, this CO control technology is also referred to as complete combustion, proper
operation, or no {stack] controls.
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Other control technologies that have not been demonstrated in the commercial market but have
undergone testing are SCONOX and XONON. These technologies are discussed in the following
paragraphs. Information regarding these systems currently provided on the world wide web and
records of communication with representatives from the companies marketing these technologies is

provided in Appendix D.

The SCONOX system is based on a catalytic oxidation and adsorption technology which
removes CO and NO, emissions from the exhaust siream. This technology, sold by Goal Line
Environmental Technologies, has been tested on a GE LM2500 CT and has reduced NO, emissions
to 2 ppm and less. Goal Line has made its first commercial sale of the SCONOX system to a facility in
Massachusetts planning o install a 5 MW CT. (Construction of this CT has not yet commenced.)
Goal Line is currently working with ABB to develop a SCONOX system that can manage the higher

exhaust flow rate of larger CT's.

The XONON technology replaces traditional flame combustion with flameless catalytic
combustion. The flameless combustion occurs at temperatures below which NO, is formed. This
technology, designed by Catalytica, Inc., has undergone 1,200 hours of testing on a 1.5 MW Kawasaki
CT and has achieved a NO, emission rate of 3 ppm and less. Catalytica plans to extend the testing
on the Kawasaki CT to 8,000 hours. To date this technology has not been sold to a commercial

facility.

4.2.2 Technological Feasibility of Possible Control Technologies

As discussed in section 4.2.1, possible control technologies for NO, and CO emissions from

natural gas-fired combustion turbines are as follows:

e NO, - water or steam injection,

e NO, - DLN,

e NO,-SCR,

e NO, - SCONOX and XONON (potentially available for larger CT's in the future),
e CO - good combustion practices, and

+ CO - oxidalion catalyst.

With the exception of SCONOX and XONON, the above control technologies are currently being
employed on commercial CT's similar in size to the CT's proposed by KN Power (the LM6000 CT). As
discussed in section 4.2.1, the SCONOX technology is available for CT's with the lower exhaust flow

13




rates produced by the much smaller LM2500 CT and the 5 MW CT planned for future installation at
the Massachusetts plant. A SCONOX system that can handle the much larger exhaust flow rates of
larger CT's is still in the developmental stage. The XONON combustion technology is also not a
viable control option for the KN Power CT's. This technology has thus far only been operated on a 1.5

MW CT.

4.2.3 Evaluation of Control Effectiveness, Economics, Energy, and
Environmental Impacts

The technologically viable control options for the KN Power plant are:

e« NO, - water or steam injection,

o NO, -DLN,

e NO,-SCR,

o CO - good combustion practices, and
e CO - oxidation catalyst.

In this section, the above technologies are reviewed in terms of their control effectiveness,

economics, and environmental impact. Energy impacts are considered to be inconsequential for the

purposes of this discussion.

NO, Control Effectiveness and Cost Analyses

The control of NO, emissions from the LM6000 CT's are reviewed on a per-CT basis. NO,
control effectiveness and control costs are summarized in Figure 4.1. This figure provides the least-

cost envelope for NO, control from the LM6000 CT.

The cost of control for each control technology was determined using the methodology outlined
in the following journal article: Vatavuk, W. M. and R. Neveril, Estimating Costs of Air Pollution Control
Systems, Part Il: Factors for Estimating Capital and Operating Costs, Chemical Engineering,
November 3, 1980, pp. 157-162. This is the article cited in the EPA Control Cost Manual (EPA 450/3-
90-006). A copy of this article, the control cost calculations, and cost data provided by vendors and

consultants are provided in Appendix E.
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As shown by Figure 4.1, the dollar-per-ton of NO, removed for SCR is substantially higher
than for steam injection only. This high SCR cost is a result of the limited production requirement of
the plant and the relatively smaller size of the LM6000 CT compared to the larger frame CT's. The
effect of limited production on the SCR cost is discussed in the following paragraph. The effect of CT

size on the SCR cost (i.e., economics of scale) is discussed in Section 4.2.4.

As discussed in Sections 1.0 and 2.0, the plant is designed to produce power during the high
demand hours of each day. (These hours generally occur between 7 a.m. and 11 p.m.) KN Power's
upper estimate of the amount of power required in a year is roughly equivalent to the amount of power
generated by four CT's operating at full load for half the hours in a year (i.e., 4,380 hours per year per
CT) plus four DB's aperating at full load for 500 hours in a year. This power production estimate is the
basis for the maximum annual NO, emission calculation provided in Appendix B. Similar to peaking
units, the CT's for this project experience relatively higher costs (on a dollars-per-ton basis) for stack
controls than CT's that operate year-round. CT's operated year-round produce significantly more
emissions per year than peaking units or high demand hour units. Since the SCR capital cost for a
given CT is fixed (i.e., not a function of annual production), peaking units and high demand hour units
experience significantly higher SCR costs on a dollar-per-ton of NO, removed basis than base load CT

operated year-round.

Figure 4.1 also shows that DLN is considered an inferior control option over steam injection due
to its higher cost and lower NO, control. At this time, GE will guarantee no less than 25 ppm of NO,
for the LM6000 DLN technology as compared to the 22 ppm level attainable with steam injection.
Note that the GE LM6000 DLN NO, guarantee of 25 ppm is higher than the NO, guarantee of 9-15
ppm typically seen for frame CT's. This difference in NO, emissions is due to the difference in
combustion chamber size of the aeroderivative (LM6000) and frame CT's. The frame CT has a much
larger combustion chamber which has made the perfection of this technology easier; thus, lower levels
of NO, emissions are obtainable with the DLN technology available for frame units.

A summary of the control effectiveness and costs of the individual control options is provided in

Table 4.4. Note that the small amount of emissions from duct firing is included in this table.
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TABLE 4.4
NO, CONTROL EFFECTIVENESS AND COST FOR EACH LM6000 CT
Total Annual Incremental
NO, Emissions | NO, Reduction Cost Cost
Control System (ton/yr) (ton/yr) ($/yr) ($/ton)
Steam Inj. plus SCR to 3.5 ppm 141 8795 980,746 14,785
Steam Inj. plus SCR to 6 ppm 216 8720 869,861 11,073
Steam Inj. to 22 ppm 70.2 823 4 331,713 403
DLN to 25 ppm 79.0 8146 584 483 -
NSPS - 114 ppm 3NS5 5221 not determined B
Uncontrolied - 290 ppm 8936 - - -

NO, Environment Impact Analysis

Use of ammonia in SCR systems raises concerns for the local community such as exposure to
ammonia odors and risks associated with the transport and handling of ammonia. Furthermore,
ammonia emissions due to ammonia slip from the SCR system may impact visibility in the area.
Another issue of concern is the spent catalyst disposal. Because of the metals used in the catalyst,
this material is classified as a hazardous waste.

The impact to the environment from the annual NO, emissions at the various control leveis
provided in Table 4.4 are summarized in Table 4.5. This table shows that the off-property ambient
impacts of NO, are below the PSD Class Il significance levels when the NO, emissions from the
LMB000 CT's are controlled with steam injection only. The ambient impact analysis is provided in
Section 5.0.

TABLE 4.5
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF NOx AT THE VARIOUS CONTROL LEVELS

Environmental Impact
Control System (Below Significance)
Steam Injection on the LME000 CT's Yes
NSPS Emission Level No
No Controls No

17




CO Control Effectiveness, Cost, and Environmental Impact Analyses

As shown by Table 4.3 in Section 4.2.1, there have been 42 BACT detemminations for the control
of CO emissions from natural gas-fired combustion turbines in the last five years. In all cases, good
combustion practices were determined as BACT. There are no BACT determinations that required
oxidation catalyst. Because the fevel of control and cost of oxidation catalyst has remained essentially
unchanged over the last five years, it can be concluded that the cost of oxidation catalyst over good

combustion practices is not justified by the decrease in emissions, and therefore, only required for

LAER detemmninations.

There is no better means of obtaining complete combustion than in a natural gas-fired
combustion turbine. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5.0, the off-property ambient impacts of CO
are below the PSD Class !l significance levels when CO emissions from each CT are controlied by

utilizing good combustion practices only (i.e., no oxidation catalyst).

4.2.4 Evaluation of Most Effective Control Technology

As discussed in Section 4.2.3, SCR provides the highest level of NO, reduction and oxidation
catalyst provides the highest level of CO reduction. However, due to the relatively high incremental
cost per emission reduction of these control technologies and the fact that ambient impacts are

already below the PSD significance levels without these controls, they are both ruled out as control

option candidates.

Ruling out SCR catalyst for NO, control and CO oxidation catalyst as BACT for the KN Power
plant is consistent with the EPA Clearinghouse BACT determinations for the last five years. As shown
in Table 4.3, the only determinations that required CO oxidation catalyst were LAER determinations.
For NO,, there were four BACT determinations that required SCR. However, in all these cases, the
determinations were made for much larger CT's (either a Frame 7 FA or a Westinghouse 501F -
combined cycle output of ~235 MW) with year-round operating schedules. The larger output and
year-round operating schedule made SCR cost effective for these CT's. This phenomenon is

commonly referred to as economics of scale.

Figure 4.2 illustrates how the economics change for SCR controls (i.e., relative cost increases)
as the operating schedule and size of the CT decrease, as in the case of the KN Power CT's.

Supporting calculations for this figure are provided in Appendix E.
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FIGURE 4.2
RELATIVE COST OF SCR (TO 3.5 PPM)
FOR DIFFERENT CT SIZES AND OPERATING SCHEDULES

$4.0 —
-1 LMB000 - KN Power
48 MW - combined cyde
4380 hiiyr of operation
210,240 MWehriyr of production
3.
$3.0 ? $3.09
y
£
&
2
o
- $2.0 — LMB000 - year round operation
o ) 48 MW - combined cycle
‘é‘ 8760 hriyr of operstion
o 420,480 MW-hriyr of production
o
.4
z -
b
s
[
2 Frame 7 FA
(similar to Westinghouse 501F)
$1.0 — 233 MW - combined cydle
8760 hriye of oparation
2.041,080 MVW-hriyr of production
1
- $0.51
00— 71 " 1 1 " T I
40 80 120 160 200 240

OQutput (MW)

As shown by Figure 4.2, the cost of SCR (on a dollar per MW hour of production) increases as
the size of the CT decreases, and as the annual output of the CT decreases. For the KN Power
LMB000 CT'’s, the relative cost of SCR on a production basis ($/MW-hr) is six times greater than the
Frame 7 FA and Westinghouse 501F SCR cost.
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4.2.5 Selection of BACT
After ruling out SCR catalyst for NO, control and CO oxidation catalyst (see Section 4.2.4), the

next most effective control options for the KN Power CT’s are as follows:

NO, Controls
« LMB6000 CT's - steam injection to 22 ppm’

CO Controls
e LM6000 CT's - good combustion practices

7 During the first phase of the project, water injection to 22 ppm will be used instead of steam injection. Steam
injection is not available for simple cycle plants.
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5.0 AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

Sources subject to PSD review are required to conduct a source impact analysis in
accordance with 40 CFR 52.21(k) for those pollutants for which the potential to emit exceeds the PSD
significance thresholds. This analysis includes comparison of predicted air quality impacts with the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and any applicable PSD increments. As stated in
Section 3.0, the proposed project is subject to PSD review, and estimated emissions of NO,, CO, and
PM;, from the proposed project exceed the PSD significance thresholds. Therefore, an air quality
analysis is required for each of these three pollutants.

5.1 Emissions Modeling Procedures

The emission modeling procedures used for this project are discussed in the following two

sections.

5.1.1 Preliminary Analysis

A preliminary analysis will be conducted to determine if NO,, CO, or PM,q emissions from the
proposed sources will result in off-site ambient impacts at levels greater than the Class |l significant
ambient impact levels (SAIL) or the significant monitoring thresholds (SMT) for these pollutants. The
SAIL and SMT for these pollutants are presented in Table 5.1. Note that a SAIL applies to NO,
impacts, while a SMT applies to NO, impacts.

TABLE 5.1
CLASS Il SIGNIFICANT AMBIENT IMPACT LEVELS AND
SIGNIFICANT MONITORING THRESHOLDS FOR NO,, CO, AND PMyg

Pollutant | Averaging Period | SAIL (ug/m®) | SMT (ug/m?)
NO, Annual 1 14
co 1-hour 2,000
8-hour 500 575
PMo 24-hour 5 10
Annual 1 ---

SAIL applies to NO, impacts; SMT applies to NO, impacts.

If the maximum off-site ambient impacts resulting from the proposed sources are less than the
SAIL and SMT for each pollutant and averaging time, the preliminary analysis is sufficient to
demonstrate compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and PSD
increments, and no ambient monitoring is required. As discussed in Section 5.4, the maximum off-site
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ambient impacts of NO,, CO, and PM,, from this project are below the SAIL and SMT for each

poliutant and averaging time.

5.1.2 Industrial Source Complex Short Term (ISCST-3) Model

The Industrial Source Complex Short Term (ISCST-3) model was used to predict the impacts
from the proposed project. The required inputs for this model are emission source parameters (e.g.,
stack height, stack exit velocity, stack temperature, source location, poliutant emission rate), receptor
locations, and meteorological data. The model produces pollutant concentrations at specified
receptors as output. The model was run with default options, except for the missing data processing
option. The missing data processing routine was enabled, due to the missing data in the onsite

meteorological data file, as discussed in Section 5.2.

5.2 Meteorology

A meteorological data set representative of the project site is required as input to the dispersion
model. One year of onsite meteorological data (July 31, 1991 — July 30, 1992) was used in the
modeling analysis. This meteorological data set was collected one kilometer west of the proposed
project site. (According to the Guideline to Air Quality Modeling“. one year of site-specific data is
sufficient for modeling applications.) The wind rose representing this period is provided as Figure 5.1.
The data are 95% complete; therefore this data set meets the regulatory compieteness requirement of

90%, as specified in On-Site Meteorological Program Guidance for Regulatory Modeling Applications
9

The source data was reviewed for completeness, and the missing data were processed
according to the methods outlined in On-Site Meteorological Program Guidance for Regulatory
Modeling Applications'o. Because the missing data did not meet the criteria specified in the above-

referenced repont, the missing data flag was substituted for the missing values.

8 Appendix W to 40 CFR 51, Section 9.3.1.2, U.S. EPA, 1997,
® U.S. EPA, Section 5.3.2, June 1987.

9 4).8. EPA, Section 6.5.3, June 1987.
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The required meteorological input data were processed using the Meteorological Processor for
Regulatory Models (MPRM). The capabilities of MPRM include quality assessment of meteorological
data, merging of meteorological files from several different sources, as well as calculation of the
appropriate input parameters required for several EPA recommended air quality dispersion models. In
the modeling analysis for this application, MPRM was primarily used to merge data sets and calculate

atmospheric stability categories. The processed meteorological data are provided in computer format

on the CD ROM included with this application.
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FIGURE 5.1
WIND FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION - JULY 1991 TO JULY 1992

CALMS ARE WINDS WITH
SPEEDS LESS THAN 0.447 mvs

SHOWN AS DIRECTION FROM WHICH WIND 18 BLOWING
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Atmospheric stability categories are calculated using the standard deviation of the wind direction
and the scalar mean wind speed (Sigma-theta method). MPRM also applies a smoothing algorithm to
the estimated stability categories, which restricts changes in stability to no more than one category

from hour to hour.

The hourly mixing height values used in the modeling analysis are the seasonal afternoon and
moming mixing heights as specified in the Holzworth report (1 972). These mixing heights are listed in

Table 5.2.

TABLE 5.2
MIXING HEIGHTS
Mixing Heights (m)
Season Moming Afternoon
Spring 450 3000
Summer 300 3400
Fall 200 2100
Winter 300 1400

5.3 Sources, Receptors, and Buildings

The turbines, emergency diesel generator, and cooling tower were modeled as point sources.
The locations of the sources relative to the project boundary and buildings are shown in Figure 1.2,
Section 1.0. The worst-case emissions scenario (i.e., simultaneous operation of the four CT's at full
load, the emergency diesel generator, and the cooling tower) was modeled. The stack parameters and
modeled emissions for this operating scenario are included in Appendix F.

The modeling was performed with receptors located at and beyond the facility boundary. The
facility boundary (shown in Figure 1.2) represents the limit of public access beyond which the impacts
are compared with the air quality standards. The spacing of the receptors along this boundary is
approximately 100 meters. Beyond the boundary, receptors grids with 100, 250, and 500 meter
spacing extending 0 to 1 kilometer, 1 to 3 kilometers, and 3 to 5 kilometers, respectively, from the
center of the property were entered into the modeled. The receptors, source locations, and property
line are shown on the topographic map included as Figure | in Appendix F. For purposes of
determining the impact at the nearest Class | area (Rocky Mountain National Park), a receptor was
placed on the boundary of the Class | area closest to the project site.
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USEPA's Building Profile input Program (BPIP) was used to compute direction-specific building
dimensions (height and projected width) for each modeled stack. These dimensions are used by the
ISCST-3 model to simulate downwash effects for point sources. The BPIP input and output computer
files are provided on the CD ROM included with this application.

5.4 Results of Preliminary Modeling Analysis

A preliminary modeling analysis was conducted for NO,, CO, and PMy, and the results
compared with the applicable (i.e., Class i) air quality modeling significance levels. The maximum

predicted impacts and the comresponding significance levels are shown in Table 5.3.

TABLE 5.3
PRELIMINARY MODELING ANALYSIS RESULTS

Averaging Maximum Impact Significance
Pollutant Time (ng/m’) Level (ug/m’)

Annual 0.91 1

1-hour 134 2000

8-hour 72 500

24-hour 3.49 5

Annual 0.16 1

The maximum predicted impacts for each poilutant and each averaging period are below the
applicable significance levels. Therefore, no additional air quality impact analysis is required. Graphic
representations of the modeled concentrations are inciuded in Appendix F (Figures 1 to 5). The
modeling input and output computer files are provided on the CD ROM inciuded with this application.

5.5 Air Quality Related Values

As discussed in Section 5.4, the maximum off-site ambient impacts of NO,, CO and PM,, are
below the Class |l SAIL. In addition, modeling of SO, emissions showed maximum off-site ambient
impacts below the Class |l SAIL. The 24-hour impacts of NO,, CO, PMy,, and SO, on the Class | area
(Rocky Mountain National Park) within 100 kilometer of the project site were also modeled. Table 5.4

summarizes the maximum impacts from the project on the Class | and |l areas.

26




il GER GEE o

TABLE 5.4
CLASS | AND CLASS Il AREA MAXIMUM IMPACTS

Averaging C’l\:ss.l Area C!as§ | Area Class‘ll Area C[as§ It Area

. aximum Significance Maximum Significance

Pollutant Time impact (ug/m® | Level (ng/m* | Impact (ug/m? | Level (ug/m?)
NO, 24-hour 0.15 1 - -
Annual - - 0.91 1
co 1-hour -- - 134 2000
8-hour -- -- 72 500
24-hour 0.20 1 - -
PMio 24-hour 0.019 1 3.49 5
Annual -- - 0.24 1
SO, 3-hour -- -- 1.93 25
24-hour 0.003 1 0.97 5
Annual - - 0.09 1

As shown by Table 5.4, the maximum impacts of NO,, CO, PMy,, and SO, on the
Class | and Class Il areas are below the corresponding applicable significance levels. Therefore,

impacts on soils, vegetation, and visibility in these area are expected to be negligible.

5.6 Annual Emissions Cap

As discussed in Section 6.0, KN Power proposed that the annuai emission limits (in terms of
tons per year) for the CT's and DB’s be established as a combined emissions cap for all four CT/D8
systems. To demonstrate that the annual maximum ambient impacts are not significantly stack
dependant, additional model runs were conducted for pollutants with annual averaging periods (NOx,
PMis, and SO;). In these model runs, the total emissions from the four CT/DB systems were
combined modeled through each single stack (i.e., four model runs for each pollutant). This extreme
worst-case approach demonstrated that limiting the individual annual emissions from each stack is not
necessary for NAAQS and PSD increment compliance demonstration purposes (i.e., the maximum
annual impacts from each model run were below the Class Il SAIL of 1 pg/m°). The results of these

modei runs are provided in Table 5.5
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TABLE 5.5

STACK SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

Pollutant

Averaging
Time

Stack

Class |l Area
Maximum

Impact (ug/m>)

NO,

Annual

>

0.82

0.91

0.97

0.97

PMyo

Annual

0.23

0.24

0.24

0.24

SO,

Annual

0.08

0.09

0.09

Q|lOj@|>PIO|O|@I>»|OC|O|@

0.09
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6.0 COMPLIANCE PLAN

The following sections summarize the applicable emission standards discussed in Section 3.0,
the emission limitations KN proposes for the plant, and the compliance monitoring procedures KN
Power will employ to verify continual compliance with the applicabie emission standards and proposed

emission limits.

6.1 Proposed Emission Limits And Monitoring Summary

Table 6.1 provides the applicable emission standards (discussed in Section 3.0), the emission
limits proposed by KN Power, and a summary of compliance monitoring. In all cases, the emission
limits proposed by KN Power are equal to or more stringent than the applicable state or federal

emission standards.

TABLE 6.1
EMISSION STANDARDS, PROPOSED EMISSION LIMITS, AND MONITORING
Source | Parameter Standard Short Term Long Term Limit Compliance Monitoring
Limit Emission
Factor
CT/DB NO, CT-119.7 ppmvd @ NA All CT's/DB's NA CEM (See Section
15% O2 (Reg. 6A) combined - 280.8 6.2.1)
DB - 0.2 It/MMBty tonuyr {12 moni
(Reg. 6A) roiling totaf)
Each CT/08
BACT (Reg. 3, PSD) system - 22 ppmvd
@ 15% O, each
(12-mo. rolling
avg.)
cT/oB co PSD BACT (Reg. 3) NA AllCT's/DB's CT:0.120 Recordkeeping and
combined - 1,016.2 1b/MMBtu Calculation (See
ton/yr (12-month 08: 0.090 Section 6.2.2)
rolling total) Ib/MMBtu
CcT/DB vocC none NA All CT's/DB's CT/08: Recordkeeping and
combined - 82.0 0.009 Calculation (See
ton/yr (12-month Ib/MMBtu Section 6.2.2)
rolling total)
CT/08 PM CT-0.111 ib/MMBtu NA All CT's/DB's CT. 0.009 Recordkeeping and
(Reg. 1) combined - 91.1 lo/MMBtu Calculation (See
DB - 0.126 Ib/MMBtu tonlyr.(12~monm DB: 0.011 Section 6.2.2)
(Reg. 1 and 6B) rolling total) Ib/MMBtu
CT/DOB - BACT (Reg.
3, PSD)

" This mass emission rate is derived from a NOx concentration from the CT of 22 ppmvd @ 15% O2 and a NOx

emission rate from the duct burner of 0.09 Ib NOx per MMBtu. (See emission calculations in Appendix B.)
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TABLE 6.1 - CONTINUED
EMISSION STANDARDS, PROPOSED EMISSION LIMITS, AND MONITORING

Source | Parameter Standard Short Term Long Term Limit Comphiance Monitoring
Limit Emission
Factor
cT/O8 PMyo BACT (Reg. 3, PSD) NA All CT's/DB's CT:0.009 Recordkeeping and
combined - 91.1 Ib/MMBtu Calculation (See
tonvyr (12-month DB 0.011 Section 6.2.2)
Folling total) Ib/MMBty
cT/08 SO; CT - 0.35 Ib/MMBtu NA Al CT's/DB's CT/DB: Recordkeeping and
(Reg. 1 & 68) combined - 14.0 0.001502 Caiculation (See
CT-0.8wt % fuel tonvyr (12-month Ib/MMBtu Section §.2.2)
sulfur content (Reg. rolling total)
6A)
CcT/DB visible startup - 30% opacity startup - NA NA Fuel Type Restriction
emissions (Reg. 1) 30% opacity (See Section §.2.2)
normal operation - normal
20% opacity (Reg. 1 & operation -
8) 20% opacity
CT/DB | fuel sulfur CT - 0.8% fuel sulfur NA NA NA Fuel Type Restriction
content content (Reg. 8A) (See Section 6.2.2)
cT/08 fuel use NA NA NA NA Fuel Meters (See
Section 6.2.2)
EDG NO, none NA 12.0 tonvyr (12- an Recordkeeping and
month rolling total) Ib/MMBtu Calculation (See
Section 6.2.3)
EDG co none NA 2.76 ton/yr (12- 0.7 Recordkeeping and
month rolling total) Ib/MMBtu Calculation (See
Section 6.2.3)
EDG voC none NA 0.32 ton/yr (12- 0.083 Recordkeeping and
maonth rolling total) Ib/MMBtu Calculation (See
Section 6.2.3)
EDG PM 0.277 Ib/MMBtu (Reg. NA 0.35 tonvyr (12- 0.091 Recordkeeping and
1 and 68) month rolling total) Ib/MMBtu Caiculation (See
Section 6.2.3)
EDG PM,y none NA 0.35 tonvyr (12- 0.091 Recordkeeping and
month rolling total) Ib/MMBty Calculation (See
Section 6.2.3)
EDG SO, 0.8 Ib/MMBtu (Reg. 1 NA 0.20 tonvyr (12- 0.052 Recordkeeping and
and 6B) month rolling total) Ib/MMBtu Caiculation (See
Section §.2.3)
EDG visible startup - 30% opacity startup - NA Method 9 as required
emissions (Reg. 1) 30% opacity (See Section 6.2.3)
normal operation - normal
20% opacity (Reg. 1 & operation -
68) 20% opacity
EDG fuel use none NA NA NA Fuel Shipments (See

Section 6.2.3)

'2 This mass emission rate is derived from an upper estimate of the natural gas sulfur content of 0.5 grains of

sulfur per 100 standard cubic feet of gas (well below 0 8 percent by weight)

Appendix B.)
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TABLE 6.1 - CONTINUED
EMISSION STANDARDS, PROPOSED EMISSION LIMITS, AND MONITORING

Source | Parameter Standard Short Term Long Term Limit Compliance Monitaring
Limit Emission
Factor
Cooling PM 77 Ib/hr (Reg. 1 & 6B) NA S5.10 torvyr (12- 3.92e-8 Recordkeeping and
tower month rolling total) ton/mo.- Calculation (See
TDS-MMgal* Section 6.2.4)
Cooling PMys none NA 1.82 ton/yr (12- 1.40e-8 Recordkeeping and
tower month rolling total) ton/mo.- Caiculation (See
TDS-MMgal* Section 6.2.4)
Cooling water none NA NA NA Pump Run Time
tower recirc. (See Section 6.2.4)
Cooling T0S none NA NA NA Pump Run Time
tower (See Section 6.2.4)
Cooling visible startup - 30% opacity stantup - NA NA None - the nature of
tower emissions (Reg. 1) 30% opacity the process ensure
normal operation - normal compliance.
20% opacity (Reg. 1 & operation -
68B) 20% opacity

* TDS [=] ppm solids by weight. MMgal [=)millions of gallons of water recirculated per month.

6.2 Compliance Monitoring

The monitoring procedures that KN Power will employ to demonstrate compliance with the
emission limitations proposed in Table 6.1 are discussed in the following sections. Because the
proposed emission limitations are equal to or more stringent than the applicable state or federal
emission standards (discussed in Section 3.0 and summarized in Table 6.1), a demonstration of
compliance with the proposed emission limits is considered a demonstration of compliance with the

applicable state or federal emission standards.

6.2.1 CT/DB Continuous Emissions Monitoring

For the CT's and DB's, the proposed NO, emission limits are in terms of ppmvd @ 15% O, (12-
month rolling average) per CT/DB system and in terms of tons per year (12-month rolling total) for all
four CT/DB systems combined. To monitor compliance with these emission limits, KN Power will
install, operate, and calibrate continuous emissions monitoring systems (CEM) for the measurement of

NO, emissions on each of the four CT/DB stacks.

The CEM systems will meet appropriate performance specifications (such as 40 CFR §60.13
and 40 CFR 60, Appendix B, Performance Specification 2 and 3) and appropriate quality assurance
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procedures (such as 40 CFR 60, Appendix F). Performance specifications and quality assurance

procedures will be contained in a monitoring plan kept at the site prior to startup.

The CEM systems will measure hourly average NO, mass emissions (in terms of pounds per
hour) and NO, concentrations (in terms of ppmvd @ 15% O,) from each stack. Each month, these
hourly average data will be used to compute the monthly total and previous 12-month total NOy
emissions (in terms of pounds per hour) from all four CT/DB stacks combined and the 12-month rolling
average NO, concentration (in terms of ppmvd @ 15% O;) from each stack. Excess emissions will be
defined as any 12-month period during which the average NO, concentration or total NO, emissions,

as measured by the CEM systems, exceed the pemit limit.

CEM operation availability shall be at least 90 percent. During periods when the CEM is not
operational, the highest hourly average readings recorded during the previous 30 day period shall be
used for determining NO, emissions. Excess emission reports will be submitted to the Director
quarterly. These reparts will contain the information required under 40 CFR §60.7(c).

Note that as shown by the modeling analysis provide in Section 5.6, the demonstration that this
plant will not result in NO, impacts above the PSD significance level is not stack sensitive. Therefore,

an annual NO, emissions cap over the four stacks CT/DB stacks is allowable.

6.2.2 CT/DB Parametric Monitoring

For the CT's and DB's, the proposed CO, VOC, PM,o, and SO, emission limits are in terms of
tons per year (12-month rolling total) for ali four CT/DB systems combined. To monitor compliance
with these emission limits, KN Power will install, operate, and calibrate fuel meters on each CT and
DB. These fuel meters will be used to measure and record the fuel combusted in each CT and D8 in
terms of standard cubic feet (SCF). In addition, KN Power will determine the Btu content (lower

heating value) of the natural gas at least semi-annually.

Each month, KN Power will calculate the 12-month rolling total emissions of CO, VOC, PMy,
and SO, based on the fuel consumption, compliance emission factor, and lower heating value of the
fuel. Excess emissions will be defined as any 12-month period during which the total CO, VOC, PM;,,
or SO, emissions exceed the permit limits. Excess emission reports will be submitted to the Director

quartery.
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Compliance with the fuel sulfur content and visible emissions limitations will be demonstrated

through the exclusive use of pipe-line quality natural gas inthe CT's and DB’s.

6.2.3 EDG Parametric Monitoring

For the emergency diesel generator (EDG), the proposed NO,, CO, VOC, PM;o, and SO,
emission limits are in terms of tons per year (12-month roiling total). To monitor compliance with
these emission limits, KN Power will record the amount of fuel delivered. Each month, KN Power will
use the fuel records to calculate the 12-month rolling total emissions of NO,, CO, VOC, PM,q, and SO,
based on the fuel records, compliance emission factors, and average heating value of No. 2 diesel
fuel oil (137,000 Btu/gal). Excess emissions will be defined as any 12-month period during which the
total NO,, CO, VOC, PMy,, or SO, emissions exceed the pemmit limits. Excess emission reports will

be submitted to the Director quarterly.

Compliance with the visible emissions limitations will be determined through Method 9 visibie
emission observations. A visible emission observation will be conducted within one hour of startup of
the EDG at least once a year. If the EDG is continuously operated for more than one hour, a visible
observation will be conducted after the first hour of operation. No more than one visible emissions
test during the continued operation condition (continuous operation for more than one hour) will be

required each year.

6.2.4 Cooling Tower Parametric Monitoring

For the cooling tower, the PM and PM,, emission limits are in terms of tons per year (12-month
rolling total). To monitor compliance with these emission limits, KN Power will record the amount of
water recirculation (based on the design flow rate and the hours of operation of each water pump) and
the total dissolved solids (TDS) of the recirculating water (using a Division approved method) monthly.
Each month, KN Power wiil use the water recirculation data and the TDS data to calculate the 12-

month rolling total emissions of PM and PM,o using the following equation:

PM (ton/mo.) = 3.92E-8 * monthly recirculation (MMgal/mo.) * TDS (ppm by weight)
PMy, (ton/mo.) = 1.40E-8 * monthly recirculation (MMgal/mo.) * TDS (ppm by weight)

See Appendix B for the derivation of these emission calculation equations.
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Excess emissions will be defined as any 12-month period during which the total PM or PMyo
emissions exceed the permit limits. Excess emission reports wili be submitted to the Director

quarterly.

6.3 Alternative Operating Scenario

As part of routine maintenance and repair of the LM6000 CT's, KN Power will switch out the GE
LM6000 CT's with replacement GE LM6000 CT's on an as-needed schedule. KN Power will maintain
a log on-site to contemporaneously record the date of any CT replacement. In addition, this log will
contain the manufacturer, model number, and serial number of the replacement CT.
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APPLICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT OR PERMIT MODIFICATION
(previously referred to as EMISSION PERMIT)

"E INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE. Mail completed application, APENSs, and filing fee to:
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Air Pollution Control Division

i This application must be filled out completely except for #14 and #15: otherwise, application will be considered incomplete

Denver, Colorado 80246-1530 Telephone: (303)692-3150

l 4300 Cherry Creek Drive South, APCD-SS-BI

1. Permit 10 be issued to: KN Power Company

2. Mailing Address: PO Box 188, Fort Lupton
State: CO
Zip Code: 80621

3a. Agent for Service (See No. 3 on reverse): N/A

3b. Federal Tax ldentification Number: 84-146-5528

d4a. General Nature of Business: Generation of electrical energy for sale. 4b. SIC Code: 4911

S5a. Air Pollution Source Descriprion: Four combustion turbines with duct burners fueled by 5b. Days per year source will

Northeast of Fort Lupton. One-half mile east of the intersection of County Roads 16 and 31, 520.061 H 4438.683V
and south of County Road 16.
(1f using Township and Range, give directions and distance from neasess town or intersection.) Counry: Weld

7 ESTIMATED COSTS: Air Pollution Control Procedures or Equipment
‘Source, Process Equipment or Project: 7b. Capital Cost: $ 347,000 per combustion turbine.
Cap. Cost $70 million 7¢. Operating Cost: $ 332,000 per combustion turbine.

8a. STATUS

New Air Pollution Source

Modificarion 1o Permitied Source (Control Equipment added, process change, etc.): ____

Transfer of Ownership — Transferred from:

Existing Source- not permined (Include Date of Source Start-up):

Requesting to limit a source's Poteniial to Emit for criteria or Hazardous Air Pollutants using Regulation No. 3 (for new and
existing sources)

Requesting to limit a source’s Potential to Emit for Hazardous Air Pollutants only using Regulation No. 8 (for existing sources
only)

Other:

Egg0s=

0O 0O

Projected Dates for Construction to:
8d. Projected Source Startup Date: 4/15/2000

' natural gas operate: 365
* 6a. Source Locarion Address (Include Locarion Map): Township 2N, Range 66W, Section 34. 6b. UTM Coordinazes (in km)

8b. Begin: 6/1/1999 8c. End: 4/1/2000

9 Enclose check to cover APEN FILING FEES. One APEN should be ﬁled for each emission point
NOTE Additional processing fees must also be paid prior to permit issuance.
APENS @ $100.00 per APEN =3 300

Equipment Manuf 1 Phone: (303) 294-0690

P o 25/
’ o G ///} /7)8 Fax: (303) 294-0691

* 10. SIGNATURE OF LEGALLY AUTHORIZED PERSON (NOT Vendor or 11a. Dare Signed: | 11b.

Pani R. Steinway, Vice President, KN Power Company 14. DATE RECEIVED

Check appropriate box if you want: 15. PERMIT NUMBER
a. X Copy of preliminary analysis conducted by Division

b. X To review a drafr of the permit prior (o issuance
Nate: Checking cither iz coulfd fesylt in increased fers ana/ofr proceasiag time. See Reverse.

J 12. Typeor Pnn/ name and official tiile of pelrson signing item 10. for Agency Use Only
' ACPUFORMS.98A\CP_APPN.93A




INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE COMPLETION OF AN
APPLICATION FOR AN AIR POLLUTION EMISSION PERMIT

The following inscrucnons for the compledon of the Applicanon for Emission Permrut are dded, terered. and numbered the same as the applicable sccoons of the form on the othe
side. If a section does not apply. wnitz “N/A*: DO NOT LEAVE BLANK. i e ouet

NOTE: All informauon submined 2s part of thus permit application and all daia gencrated by the Division as pant of processing this permit wul be consider=d open to thh  Luc
unless confidennal treatment is requesied in wriang. Al such matenals MUST be (1) clearty marked "CONFIDENTIAL * and (2) enclosed in 2 separate sealed envelope marked
“CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION" to cnsure against accidennl release. Confidenaality is granted only 1f the release of such informacon would result tn economuc disadvanay=
to the applicant. [f confidennality is requested, the Division will noufy you of its decision and, 1f denied, allow nme for you o present addidonal evidence jusnfying the need or
confidentiahity, In genera!, confidentiahity requests will increase pernut processing time. Under no circumstances can emussions data be held confidenual.

i

3.a.

3.b.

8.d.

PERMIT ISSUED TO: List the name of the person (e.g., corporation. partnership. associauon, individual owner, or governmental agency) (0 whom the permit 1s
10 be issued and who will therefore be responsible for the operauon of the source.

AGENT FOR SERVICE: This 1s the person or company legally responsible for all permit actons; tus name is filed with the Colorado Seceretary of State. If there
is no "Agent for Service,” write "N/A.”

Federal Tax ID Number as on record with Department of Revenue.

GENERAL NATURE OF BUSINESS: List the busincss acuvity (meat packer, saw mul, furniture manufacturer, commercial printing. tire retreading, etc.). Also.
list the Standard Industrial Classification (S.1.C.) for this type of business acaviry.

AIR POLLUTION SOURCE DESCRIPTION: Provide a brief description of the equipment being permitted and the associated emission controls (c.g.. coal firzd
boiler with baghouse. paint booth with particulate filters).

NOTE: More than one Air Pollutani Emission Notice (APEN) may be needed with this applicanon, if there a multiple sources. Only onc applicauon form nezds to
be completed.

List the maximum number of days per year that the source will operate.

SOURCE ADDRESS: Do not give a P.O. Box. This is for the physical location of the source. Please include a map which indicates the exact location and shows
major topogmphuc features. If the source is portable, include the locations and dates where the source will be operated during durnon of permut (if known): otnerwise.

list first operating location.

UTM coordinates are shown on US Geological Survey (Topo) maps (list ladrude and longirude if UTMs not known).
ESTIMATED COSTS: Source - Enter esdmated capital cost of the entire source (including control equipment).
Air Pollution Control Equipment - Enter the capital and anmual operating costs of the control equipment only.

In order to limit a source's poteanal to emit (PTE) for criccria pollutanis. the Regulaton No. 3 option must be chosen. Ln order for a new source to lumit 1s or
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPS), the Regularion No. 3 must also be chosen. Both the Regulation No. 3 and Reguladon No. § opaons are svadable for an ang
source to limit its PTE for HAPS. Public comment must be conducted prior (o the issuance of any emission permit that limits a source’s PTE.

ESTDMATED START-UP DATE: This cstimated date allows the Division o anticipate when the required inspection for fimaf approval will be conducted. If the project
consists solcly of an activiry, e.g., land development, the dates in itzms 8b and 8d will be the same. NOTE: Operaton prior to receipt of a permut 1s prohibited by

Colorado Swute.

APEN FTLING FEE: Pay $100.00 filing fec per APEN at this time. [nitial and Final Approval Fees will be assessed on an houtly rate during processing and will
be requested by separate lezer. ANNUAL FEES WILL BE BILLED FOR EACH SOURCE REQUIRING AN APEN TO COVER THE COSTS OF PERIODIC

INSPECTIONS AND ADMINISTRATION. Anmul fees are based on the quantity and type of pollutants emunied. For specific information related to fees see AQCC
Regulation No. 3, Section V1.

The cost of copying and mailing the analysis will be charged w the applicant.  Processing dslays may occur if there are questions regarding dic analysis.

Review requests will usually add © both processing costs and processing dme. The Division will consider the request an official extension of the processing deadlues
specified by the Act, The extension will consist of the mumber of days elapsed berween Division mailing of the draft permit © the applicant and receipe of the applicam’s
comments by the Division, not t exceed 1S days. However, the Division is not bound to consider any comments received after the 15 day ame penod lapses. untess
both the Division and the applicant agree to a further extnsion of the processing deadlines. Any additional ume and charges incurred by the Division 1n providing a
dnraft and correspondence with the applicant will be billed o the applicant.

NOTICE: ONCE AN APPLICATION IS RECEIVED, ALL PROCESSING TIME WILL BE CHARGED REGARDLESS OF WHETHER A PERMIT S ISSUED OR
NOT. IF A PROJECT 1S CANCELLED, THE DIVISION SHOULD BE NOTIFIED IN WRITING IMMEDIATELY. STATE LAW REQUIRES THAT EMISSION
PERMITS MAY NOT BE ISSUED UNTIL PROCESSING FEES ARE PAID. PROCESSING FEES ARE BASED ON THE AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT REVIEWING

THE APPLICATION AND ISSUING THE PERMIT.

»Emission Permit” means the same as "Construction Permit” as required under Part B of Regulation No. 3, as it exists after July 1. 1992 and is the permit required under
section 25-7-114.2, C.R.S., aRter July 1, 1992.




AIR POT.LUTANT EMISSION NOTICE PERMIT No.: NS /

FIRM NAN..__ KN Power Company —

MAIL ADDRESS PO Bux 188, Furt Lupion STATE: _ CO ZIp: 30621

PLANT NAME & LOCATION___KQ1 _ Oune-half mile cast of the intersection of County Roads 16 and 31, and south of County Ruad 16 COUNTY _ Weld

HOME-BASE FOR PORTABLE SOURCES —

PERSON TO CONTACT REGARDING THIS INFORMATION Kevin S. Lewis, Air Sciences Inc. TITLE PHONE____(303) 988-2960

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS PLANT'S FUNCTION  Generate electricity FEDERAL TAX LD. NO. 84-146-5528
A. GENERAL INFORMATION Normal Operation of This Source Process Seasonal Throughput (% of Annual) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR REMARKS: Combustion Purbine
No. ol Employees Land Area Hours/Day Days/Week Weeks/Year Dec-Feb Mar-May | Jun-Aug Sep-Nov Information in sections A, B, and C represent a sinele combustion wibine
Two 42.6 ucres 23 7 52 25" 25 25 (CT) & Duct Burner (DB). The information in section E represents the toal

|_of all four CT's amd four DB's,

’ﬂ
B. STACK OR VENT INFORMATION (ldentity below which suck if plunt has two or mare: refer to aitached sketch of plant fayous)
Heigh Diwmeter

Flow Rate
333,672 ACFM

Temperature

Velocity Moisture

Plant 1D No. for Stack  Section I represents o single stack.

There are four identical stacks, numbered CTA, CTB, CTC & CTD, une for
cach combusiion wrbine,

1130t

9.5 285°F 4706 fumin 6%

. FUEL INFORMATION Design Input Rate Annual Fuel Consumption Fucl Heating Value: | Per Cent by Weight | Seasonal Fuel Use (% of Annual Use)| Space Hig
(10° BTU/HR) | Kind of Fuel [Requested tevel (BTU/Ib, BTU/gal, [ Sulfur Ash Dec- (% Ann.)

Description of Combustion Unit Burned First year level | Data year level|  or BTU/SCF) | ioXised | (XX.X%)| Feb  |Mar-May| Jun-Aug | Sep-Nov

ambustion Turbine (CT). Muke/Model: Generad Electric /| 332, st LHY & | nawral gas | 3061 mmSCFlyr 2001 950 Buu/scf 0.005 00.0 25 25 25 25 NIA
LM6000 S0°F (LHVY) gr/scl
lMdlidMuddt Duct Buiner (DB) 200, at LHV natural gas | 1844 mmSCF/yr 2001 950 Buu/scf 0.005 00.0 25 25 25 25 N/A

(LHY) gr/sel
Euiul No. N/A
D. PROCESS INFORMATION Raw Materials Used | Ruw Materials-Annual Consumption | Design Process Rate Finished Product Finished Product-Annugl Quiput
Description
Description of Processing Unit Description Data year level (Specity Units/ilour) Requested level Data year level
Requested level
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Muke/Model: N/A
Scrial No.: N/A
- e = ————— —— S
E. POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT Overall JESTIMATED EMISSIONS ACTUAL ESTIMATION CHECK ALL BOXES THAT APPLY
Poltuant | Type of Control Equipment Collection | (TONS/YEAR) AT THROUGHPUTS EMISSIONS METHOD a  New or previously unreported source®
Efficiency | REQUESTED ABOVE (DATA YEAR) O Requesting modification of existing permict §
Primary Secundary CONTROLLED |UNCONTROLLED 0 Change in emissions, throughpats of equipmentt
Particutate |None None N/A 91.1 91.1 2001 Manufacwrer’s data O Transfer of ownership .
. i - (List previous owner in REMARKS seciion of box AL

PM,g None Noue N/A 91.1 91.1 2001 Manufacturer's dats O Previous APEN is expiringt
So, None None N/A 14.0 14.0 2001 Manufacturer’s data O Request for Emission Reduction Creditft

: - 0 (Specify
NO, Steam/water injection | None 92 280.8 3574.4 2001 Manufacturer’s data o E‘.‘E’l‘l’l"[’ll&)‘l)( AT apphicable portions of APEN
vocC Noue None N/A 82 82 2001 Manufacturer’s duta 1 Complete "Requested Level” values for permit lunits .
CO Guod Combustion None N/A 1016.2 1016.2 2001 Manufacturer's daty  § Complete “"| '."'f"“"\]““"“t":h‘“" box A, and thuse remusining

: . i - J tions which reflect changes

PLEASE USE APCD NON-CRITLRIA REPORTABLL AIR (J CHECK HERE IF YOU WISH THE DIVISION TO CALCULATE YOUR portivhs WG et e
POLLUTANT ADDENDUM FORM TO REPORT SUCH EMISSIONS. SEE "EMISSION ESTIMATES® INSTRUCTIONS ON
POLLUTANTS OR POLLUTANTS NOT LISTED QY1) " BACK. ’ ' ' ' N

Signature of Person Legally Authurized o Supply, Dati T —-~---- 0\ DATE: , /.. .. " DATA YEAR (Sce lustructions un Reverse): 2001
: b Y ALy 1/2s [96
H T T

'/
I'yped Name and Tilde: v
Paul R, Steinway, Vice President, KN Power Company

Date source began ur will begin uperation: 471572000

[0S NOTICE 1S VALID FOR FIVE YEARS. A revised notice shall be filed prior to this A $100 FILING FEE IS REQUIRED | Colurado Dept. of Public Health & Eavieonment  APEN#_1_of 3 _
expiration date, whenever o permit limitation inust be modified, whenever control equipment [FOR EACH NOTICE FILED Air Pallution Control Division . )

s changed, and annually whenever a signilicunt emission chunge occurs. For specific details ) 4300 Chierey Creek Drive Souh, APCD-5S-B) For Information, Call
see Regulation 3, Part A, § 11.C. 1. EACPUFORMS.98A\GEN_APEN.98A {|Semd completed forms with fees o Denver, Colorado 80246-1530 (303) 692-3150




‘NSTRUCTIONS FOR AIR POLLUTANT EMISSION NC ™" CE FOR NEW, EXISTING, AND MODIFIED SOURCES

es for emissions which didn’t actually occur,

PLEASE READ T\ ZIRST IF APPLYING FOR A PERMIT; Emission permits will limit the level of pro.  .on/operation to that requested op the APEN, 1t is suggested that a 5-year gro. projection be
made. Please note this level under the annual consumption and output boxes, as wall as in the emission estimate section. You also nee
Year of operation. An accurate estimate for the lirst full year of operation can allow you to avoid having to
e

, ! d to enter your best estimate ol r ! I
submit a ravised APEN to report your actual omissions after the first year, but may result in

roduction/operation for the first

This Air Pollution Emission Notice {APEN) is valid for five (5) years
from the date received by the Division. A revised APEN must be
submitted no later than 30 doys belore this expiration date.

A revised APEN must be submitted whenever uncontrolled actual
emissions of any pollutant not previously repdiled occurs which
exceeds: 1 ton/year (non-attainment for any pollutant) , 2
tons/year (attainment for all pollutants) for criteria pollutanis or
the appropriate reporting threshold {or non-criteria reportable
pollutants.

A revised APEN must be submitted prior to the installation of new,
or replacement of existing pollution control equipment.

A revised APEN must be submitted prior to any change in the
ownership or operator of a facility.

A revised APEN must be submitted in order to change a permit
limit olv co(;\dmon. Highlighted boxes for requested levels should bo
completed.

A revised APEN must be submitied whenever a significant change
in annual {calendar year) actual emissions occurs. This APEN must
be submitted by April 30 of the year following the calendar year
during which this change occurs. A significant change for a
pollutant is defined as:

Sources which emit 100 tons per year or mora: any increase
pIIS% or 50 tons/year or more of actual emissions, whichever
is less.

Sources which emit less than 100 tong per year: anP/ increase
of 5 tonsfyear or more of actual emissions, except forsources
of volatile organic compounds in the Metro Denver Region
which must report an increase of 1 ton/year or 5% of actual
emissions, whichever is groater.

Sources which emit Non-Critoria Reportable Air Pollutants; any
increase of 50% or 5 tons/ycor of actual emissions,
whichever is less.

Grouping of multiple emission points on a single APEN shall be
allowed  as often as possible, provided the overall goals of
receiving accurate and verilinble emissions information are not
compromised. Please see Regulation No. 3, Part A, Section 11.8.4
for guidelines regarding grouping of multiple emission points.

Federal Tax 1.D. No: Providing your Federal Tax 1.0. no. will
felp (he Division Rrocess d_ow permit application more
efficiently, and will help the

ivision to reduce billing errors.
A. GENERAL INFORMATION
No. of Employees: Self-explanatory.
Land Area: Plant property to nearest 0.1 acre.
Normal Operation of the Source: Overall source schedule. M

schiedule Tor Yhis souice dilfers sigmificantly from facility
schedule, list inTemarks area,

Seasonal Throughput: Overall process \hroughput (see section
DY of materials %unng the indicated 3-month seasons. Boxes
must total 100%. The Dec-Feb entry contains lhroﬂmut for
January, February, and December ol the DATA YEAR.

8. STACK OR VENT INFORMATION

Height: Vertical distance in feet from ground level 1o emission
ouliel level.

Diameter: Inside diameter of rqund exit {nearest 0.1 f1). For
nancucular exits with area A llo’. use EQUIVALENT diameter:

D.=1.128J4

Temperature: Exhaust stieam exit temperatures under normal
operaling conditions, to nearest 1°F, .
Flow Rate: Actual cubic feet per minute at normal operating

temperature and pressure, to nearest 1 ft*/minute.

Velocity: To the nearest 1 ft./min., obtained by dividing Flow
ale by area of exit.

Moisture: Per cent by weight of exhaust gases.
Plant ID: Note any in-house identification number for a stack.

. FUEL INFORMATION

Description of Combustion Unit: Identify the specific device
Thal burns The tuel. Examples: Steam Generator #1, Crude
Heater C, Rotary Kiln, Melting Furnace, Beet Pulp Dryer
Asphalt Batch Rotary Dryer, Grain Dryer w/Recycle. Addmpna'l
lings under this heading may be used for description, since
only ONE combustion unit may be &mé)erly mven.oned on an
APENTorm. Include manufacturer Model and Serial Number.

Design Rate: Capacity of combustion unit in 10% BTU/hour.
Kind of Fuel: Up to three fuels !Coal Natural Gas, #6 Residual

I, Waod/Bark, etc.) may be fisted for the combustion unit,
with data on each line pertaining to that fuel.

Annual ansuminon_: The amount 9! fuel used in tons of solid
uel, al ol iquid fuel, or 10 ® SCF of gaseous fuel. On
permit applications & revisions, enter raquested maximum
amount. This requested maximum will bgcome a permit limit.

Heating Value: For solid fuels use BTU/LB, For liquid fusls use
8|075%t. For gaseous fuels use BTU/SCF.

Sulfur & Ash Content: Nearest 0.01% (sulfur), 0.1% (ash).
Seonsonal Use: Seasonal share boxes must total 100%.

Space Htg: The share (if any) of annual use of this fuel in this
combustion unit attributed to space heating neods.

To facilitate the Division's analysis, attach a sketch of the
plant layout on 8 1/2"X 11" paper. Refer 10 it when helpful in
your black entries, This sketch necd not be ax_actlntp scale if
pertinent dimensions are annotated, including height and
{)osnional distances of structures near the stacks, position of
he stacks relative to plant land boundaries, notable terrain
foatures, otc.

PROCESS INFORMATION

Description of Processing Unit: Identify equipment contribut-
ing 10 Ehg enissions Yrom this stack or vent; use sccond line
for description if neaded lOnleONE processing unit per APEN
torm). Include manutacturer Model and Serial No.

Raw Materials, Solvents, etc.: List all matarial used.

Annual Consumption: List amounts of cach material used
annually, spocnlﬁl units. Sevaral materials in a process may
require use of REMARKS space or additional pages. Staple
these additional sheets to the APEN. On permit applications
& ravisions, enter requested maximuin amount. This requested
maximum will become a permit limit.,

Design Rate: Raw material capuscity per hour.

Finished Products: List annual production. Note both the
iequestied maximum amount and data year estimate.

POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT

Type of Control Equipment: List all air pollution control
gquipment used Tor conlrolling emissions through this stack or
vent, according to the pollutant it controls (one device may be
listed mora than oncel. If two or more controls are used, the
FIRST encountered by the exhaust is listed as PRIMARY, then
subsequent devices ara SECONDARY.

Overall_Colloction Efficiency: The combined efliciency of all
mﬁrmmvmﬁhe particular pollutant {to 0.19%]).
Emission Estimates; Include an estimate of the controlled and
uniconliolled_emissions expected {rom the source, together
with the estimation method. le.g., manufacturer’s data). If
emission estimations are based upon methods other than
those supplied by the Division or EPA, sullicient supportin
documentation must be included. On permit agphcauons
revisions, enter requested maximum amount. This requested
maximum will become a permit limit.

IF THE APPLICANT WANTS THE DIVISION TO CALCULATE
THE EMISSIONS FROM THIS SOURCE, THE 8
Ltow HT HAND CORNER OF S

BE SURE TO FILL IN THE DATA YEAR SPACE. THIS IS THE
CALEN%%REYEAR FOR WHICH THE LISTED INFORMATION IS

NOTE: A $100 FILING FEE IS REQUIRED WITH EACH APEN
SUBMITTED. PROCESSING FEES ARE CHARGED FOR BOTH
INITIAL AND FINAL APPROVAL PERMITS, PERMIT MODIFI-
CATIONS AND T

A STED ON THIS APEN. PLEASE BE
SURE THAT THESE QUANTITIES ARE ACCURA
ALLOW YOU TO OPERATE AT THE RATE YOU DESIRE.

If & block size is inadequate for the required information, use
tho romarks space (sec. A) or an additional shoot of poper.

The APEN is necessarily complex to supply required data for
tochnical needs_for reviewing and ap. novmee)cmm n(?()hca-

tions, SHOULD THESE INSTRUCTIONS PROVE INADEQUATE
CONTACT US FOR HELP; PHONE {303) 692-3150 OR WRITE
TO COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND

P
ENVIRONMENTéRAPCD -81, 4300 CHERRY CREEK DRIVE

-§S-81,
SOUTH, DENV CO 80246-1530.
IF_ NON-CRITERIA REPORTABLE AIR POLLUTANTS ARE
EWNTTED, PLEASE COMPLETE ADDENDUNM ATSU;

Electronic versions of this APEN form and the Non-Criteria

Roportable Air Pollutant Emission Notice Addendum Form in

WordPerfect 5.1/WordPerfect 6.1 formats can be obtained by

s(.)e_nidilng an IBM compatible pre-formatted diskette to the
ivision.




Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment

CONTROL EQUIPMENT INFORMATION

EE INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE

Air Pollution Control Division

1.

Facility Name and Location: KQI

One-half mile east of the intersection of County Roads 16 and

31, and south of County Road 16, Weld County.

For APCD usc only

APEN Ref.

AIRS Point ID:

Instructions supplied by the manufacturer.
Combustion system design; Steam/water injection By design, the combustion system for the combustion turbine inhibit NOx

2. Control Device: N/A
Manufacturer, Model, and Serial Number: N/A
3. Date placed in service or last modified: N/A
4, Describe the control device. Attach a diagram of the system. Also attach copies of Operation and Maintenance

formation. Thev are not per say “control equiptment,” therefore this form is not applicable. Each combustion turbine is equipped

with steam/water injection.

5. List the pollutants this equipment controls and the control efficiency for each pollutant on the table below. Attach
documents to support the information.
Estimated / actual Qutlet pollutant
inlet pollutant Emission concentration
Pollutant concentration capture Conrtrol Efficiency, %
efficiency, %
grainfacf ppmv grain/acf ppmv
N/A N/A N/A NA N/A N/A N/A
6. Description of method of handling the collected material for reuse of disposal.
N/A
7. Prepare a malfunction prevention and abatement plan for this pollution control system. Submit this plan with the
application. This will be incorporated as a permit condition. The plan may include, but not limited to, the following:

a. Operation variables such as temperature, flow rates, differential pressures, concentrations, and other vital
parameters that will be monitored in order to detect a maifunction or breakthrough, the correct operating range of
these variables, and a detailed description of monitoring or surveillance procedures that will be used to show
compliance.

Monitoring equipment used (lemperature sensors, pressure sensors, CEMS).
c. An inspection schedule and items or conditions that will be inspected. Record of this inspection to be maintained
7 at the site.
/d’-)’)/ ,}/’maintenance plan to assure continuous compliance.
7 Wowead /25 /56
L N e 025 /2
SIGNATURE/ ]6 7 DATESIGNED
Paul R. Steinway, Vice President, KN Power Company
PRINT OR TYPE NAME OF THE OFFICIAL TITLE




Complete one form for each control device used to reduce air pollutant emissions.

Item 1

Item 2

Item 3

Item 4

ftem 5

Item 6

Item 7

Pravide name and location of the facility.

Mention control device, and give the Manufacturer, Model and Serial Number.

Give the date of installation. Also give dates of modifications. Describe these modifications in Item 4.
Give a description of the control device. Attach additional sheets, if necessary.

Give the details of the pollutants that will be controlled. These pertain to the pollutants for which an application for permit is
being made.

The disposal method must be consistent with sound pollution prevention practices. If entrusted to a certified service agency /
company, give the details. Attach sample manifests.

The malfunction prevention and abatement plan conveys the applicant's commitment to minimize the emissions, and ensures

that the emission rates will always be kept below the levels indicated. The inspection schedule and items of particular
importance are to assure continued performance of the control equipment.

INCPUFORMS.98A\CTRLEQPT.W
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AIR PC™ LUTANT EMISSION NOTICE
FIRM NAME KN Power Company
MAIL ADDRESS PO Box 188, Fort Lupton
PLANT NAME & LOCATION__KQI One-half mile cast of the imersection uf County Roads 16 and 31, and south of County Road 16
HOME-BASE FOR PORTABLE SOURCES

PERSON TO CONTACT REGARDING THIS INFORMATION___ Kevin S.Lewis, Air Sciences Inc.
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS PLANT'S FUNCTION _ Generate electricity

A. GENERAL INFORMATION

PERMIT No.: AIRS ID.: I /

STATE:__CO___ ZIP:___ 80621
COUNTY _Weld

TITLE

PHONE__(303) 988-2960
FEDERAL TAX 1.1). NO. 84-146-5528

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR REMARKS: Couling Tower

Narmal Operation of This Source Process Seasonal Throughput (% of Annuat)

No. of Empluyees Land Arca Hours/Day Days/Week Weeks/Year Dec-Feb Mar-May | Jun-Aug Sep-Nov Information in sections A, B, sl C represci a single cooling tower vent,
Two 42.6 acres 29 7 52 25 25 25 25 The information in section E represents emissions fron the cooling tower {all

three vents).

B. STACK OR VENT INFORMATION (ldeniify below which stack if plant has two or more: refer to attached sketch of plant fayour)

Heighu Diamncter Temperature Flow Rate Velocity Moisture Plant 1D No. for Stack  Section B represents a sinple conling tower vent.
340 241t 95°F 303,101 AC'M 670 fmin Sawrated % | All three identical vemts are represented by the [D no., COOLTWR.
C. FUEL INFORMATION Dcsigén Input Rate Annual Fuel Consumption Fuel Heating Value: | Per Cent by Weight | Seasonal Fuel Use (% of Ansual Use)] Space Hiy
(10° BTU/HR) | Kind of Fuet [Requested level (WTU/Mb, BTU/gal, | sylfur Ash Dec- (% Ann.)
Description of Combustion Unit Burned First year level | Data year level or BTU/SCF) (X.XX%)[(XX.X%)| Feb |Mar-May|Jun-Aug | Sep-Nov
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A
}\*lakclh*‘lodcl:
E:riul No. N/A
e e e e
——— e e

_— e
Finished Product
Description

0. PROCESS INFORMATION

Raw Muterials Used | Raw Materials-Annual Consumption |  Design Process Rate Finished Product-Annual Quiput

Description of Processing Unit Description Data year levet

N7A

(Specify Units/Hour) Requested level Data year level

NIA

Requested level
N/A

Couvlug Tower Cooling water
circulation

2.7 muition gul N/A N/A

Muake/Model: N/A

eral No.: N/A

e e e e

E. POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT Overall  |ESTIMATED EMISSIONS ACTUAL ESTIMATION CHECK ALL BOXES THAT APPLY
Poltutant | Type of Cuntro! Equipment Collection | (TONS/YEAR) AT THROUGHPUTS EMISSIONS METHOD s New or previously unreported source®

Efficicncy | REQUESTED ABOVE (DATA YEAR) O Reguesting modilication uf existing permitt §
Primary Secondary CONTROLLED |UNCONTROLLED 8 '(Ehungrc inrcmissiuuls: throughputs or equipmet
——— — e ansfer of ownership

Particulale [None None N/A 5.1 5.1 2001 Manufucturer's daty (List previous owner in REMARKS section of bos A.)¢
PM,, Norie None N/A 1.82 1.82 2001 Manufacturer’s dus O Previous APEN is expiringt

S N/A N/A N/A 0 Reyuest for Emission Reduction Credirt$

n STA NTA 0 (Specity)

NO, N/A * Complere all applicable portions of APEN
flvoc N/A N/A N/A 1 Complete “Requesied Level” values for permit limits
cO N/A N/A N/A 3 C()lnp'lclc all i'nformulion above box A, and those reanaining
PLEASE USE APCD NON-CRITERIA REPORTABLE AIR UJ CHECK NERE IF YOU WISH THE DIVISION TO CALCULATE YOUR portons which reflect chinges

POLLUTANT ADDENDUM FORM TO REPORT SUCH y INISSIC SRR "I | RO N .

POLLUTANTS OR POLLUTANTS NOT LISTED ABG '] / th:jb'\b(l:(})(f.‘ls. SEE "EMISSION ESTIMATES" INSTRUCTIONS ON

Signature of Persun Legully Authorized 1o Supply Duuy’ DATA YEAR (Sce lnstruciions un Reverse): 2001

7 7 =

L

DATE: / o ‘)
/25 /94

Fyped Nume and Title: / /
Paul R, Steinway. Vice President, KN Power Company

I'illS NOTICE IS VALID FOR FIVE YEARS. A revised notice shull be filed prf»r to this
expirativn date, whenever a pennit limitation must be modified, whenever control equipment
is changed, und annually whenever o significant cmission change oceurs. For specific details
wee Regulation 3, Part A, § 1L.C.1. INCPUFORMS, Y8A\GEN_APEN . 98A

Date source began ur will begin operston: 4/15/2000

A $100 FILING FEL 1S REQUIRED
FOR EACH NOTICE FILED.

Send completed torms with fees to:

Colorado Dept. of Public Hesldy & Enviromunent
Air Pollution Contol Division

4300 Cherry Creek Drive South, APCD-5S-B1
Denver, Colorado 80246-1530

APEN #2__of_3

For Information, Call
(303) 692-3150




‘NSTRUCTIONS FOR AIR POLLUTANT EMISSION NCT'CE FOR NEW, EXISTING, AND MODIFIED SOURCES —

PLEASE READ Ty : ;
made. Please note this level under the annual consumption and output

ees for emissions which didn’t actually occur.

[IRST IF APPLYING FOR A PERMIT; Emission permits will limit the level of pro

) .on/aperation to that requested on the APEN, It is suggested that a 5-year gro €
r ) _boxes, as well as in the emissiun estimata saction. You also need to enter youwr best estimate of rroducuon/opemnon for the first
aar of operation. An accurate estimate for the first full year ot operation can alluw you to avoid having to submit a revised APEN to report your actual emissions after tl

Jrojection be

e first year, but may result in

This Air Pollution Emission Notice (APEN) is valid for five (5) years
from the date received by the Division. A revised APEN must be
submitted no later than 30 days before this expiration date.

A revised APEN must be submitted whenever uncontrolled actual
emissions of any pollutant not previously reporfed occurs which
exceeds: 1 ton/year {non-attainment for any pollutant) , 2
tons/year (attainment for all pollutams) for criteria pollutants or
the appropriate reporting threshold for non-criteria reportable

pollutants. c
A revised APEN must be submitted prior to the installation of new, ’
or replacement of existing pollution conltrol equipment,
A revised APEN must be submitied prior 10 any change in the
ownership or operator of a facility.
A revised APEN muyst be submitted in order 10 change a permit
limit or condition. Highlighted boxes for requested levels should be
completed.
A revised APEN must be submitted whenever a significant change
in annual (calendar year} actual emissions occurs. This APEN must
be submitted by April 30 of the year following the calendar year
during which this change occurs. A significant change for a
pollutant is detined as:
Sources which emit 100 tons per year or more: any increase
pl‘S% or 50 tons/year or more of actual emissions, whichever
is tess.
Sources which emit less than 100 tons per year: any increase
of 5 tons/year or more of actual emissions, except lorsgurces
of volatile organic compounds in the Metro Denver Region
which must report an increase of 1 ton/year or 5% of actual
emissions, whichever is greater.
Sources which emit Non-Criteria Reportable Air Pollutants; any
increase of 50% or tons/year of actual emissions,
whichever is less.
Grouping of multiple emission points on 3 single APEN shall be
allowed  as often as possible, provided the overall goals of
receiving accurate and verifiable emissions_information are not
compromised. Piease see Regulation No. 3. Part A, Section 11.B.4
for guidelines regarding grouping of multiple emission points.
Federal Tax 1.D. No: Providing your Federal Tax I.D. no. will
elp the ULivision Process our permit application more
etficiently, and will help the Division to reduce billing errors. D.
A. GENERAL INFORMATION
No. of Employees: Self-explanatory.
Land Area: Plant property to nearest 0.1 acre.
Normal Operation of the Source: Overali source schedule. If
schedule Jor This source ditfers significantly from facility
schedule, list in Temarks area.
Seasonal Throughput: Overall process (hrougﬂ\pul {see section
O.J of matenals duiing the indicated 3-month seasons. Boxes
must total 100%. The Dec-Feb entry contains llvm;ﬂl}\pul for
January, Febiuvary, and December of the DATA YEAR.
8. STACK OR VENT INFORMATION
Height: Vertical distance in feet from ground level to emission
ouliel level. £

Diameter: Inside diameter of rqund exit (nearest 0.1 ft}. For
foncircular exits with area A ft’, use EQUIVALENT diameter:

D.=1.128J4

Temperature: Exhaust stream exit 1emperatures under normal
operaling Conditions, 10 nearest 1°F,
Flow Rate: Actual cubic feet per minute at normal operating

temperature and pressure, 10 nearest 1 ft¥/minute.

Velocity: To tha nearest 1 ft./min., obtained by dividing Flow
Hale Dy arca of exit.

Magisture: Per cent by weight of exhaust gases.

Plant 10: Note any in-house identification number for a stack.

FUEL INFORMATION

Description of Combustion Unit: Identify the specific device
Thal burns The Tuel. Exaniples: Steam Generator #1, Crude
Heater C, Rotary Kiln, Melting Furnace, Bect Pulp Diyer,
Asphalt Batch Rotary Dryer, Grain Dryer w/Recycle. Additional
lines under this heading may be used for description, since
only ONE combustion unit may be &roperlv inventoried on an
APENTorm. Include manufacturer Model and Serial Number.

Design Rate: Capacily of combustion unit in 10® 8TU/hour.
Kind af Fuel: Up to three fucls I_Coal Natural Gas, #6 Residual

T, WGodrBark, etc.) may be fisted for the combustion unit,
with data on each line pertaining to that fuel.

Annyal ansumr_nion_: The amount 9! fual usad in tons of solid
uel, al of liquid fuel, or 10 ¥ SCF of gascous fuel. On
permit applications & revisions, enter requested maximum
amount. This requested maximum will become a permit limit.

Heating Value: For solid fuels use BTU/LB. For liquid fusls use
BIU]G;SE. For gaseous fuels use BTU/SCF.

Sulfur & Ash Content: Nearest 0.01% (sulfur), 0.1% (ash).
Seasanal Use: Seasonal share boxes must total 100%.

Space Htg: The share {if anY) of annual use of this fuel in this
tombustion unit atuibuted to space heating needs.

To facilitate the Division's analysis, attach a sketch of the
plant layout on 8 1/2°X 11" paper. Refer to it when helpful in
your block entries. This sketch need not be e)gacllY to scale if
pertinent dimensions are annotated, including height and
ositional distances of structures near the stacks, position of
he stacks relative to plant land boundaries, notable terrain
features, etc.

PROCESS INFORMATION

Description of Processing Unit: Identify equipment contribut-
ing 10 the enussions lrom (s stack or veny; use second line
for description if needed (OMKAONE processing unit per APEN
form). Include manufacturer Model and Serial No.

Raw Materials, Solvents, etc.: List all material used.

Annual_Consumption: List amounts of each material used
annually, spcmw units. Seveoral moterials in 3 process may
require use ol REMARKS space or additional pages. Staple
these_additional sheets to the APEN. On permit applications
& revisions, enter requested maximum amount. This requested
maximum will become a permit limit.

Design Rate: Raw material capacity per hour.

Finished Products: List annual production. Note both the
requesled maximum amount and data year estimate.

POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT

Type of Control Equipment: List all air pollution controf
equipment used Tor conliolling emissions through this stack or
vent, according to the pollutant it controls (one device may be
listed more than oncel. If two or more controls ate used. the
FIRST encountered by the exhaust is listed as PRIMARY, then
subsequent devices are SECONDARY.

Overall_ Collection Efficiency: The combined efficiency of all
control devices m removing lhe particular poliutant (to 0.1%).

Emission Estimates; Include an estimate of the controlied and
uncontrolled_enissions expected from the source, together
with the estimation method. {e.g., manufacturer’s data). if
emission estimations are based upon methods other than
those supplied by the Division or EPA, sufficient supportin
documentation must be included. On permit al)plicmions
revisions, enter requested maximum amouit. This requested
maximum will become a permit limit,

IF THE APPLICANT WANTS THE DIVISION TO CALCULATE
THE EMISSIONS FROM THIS SOURCE. THE BOX IN THE
LOW IGHT HAND CORNER OF SECTION E MUST BE
F. IF APPLICANT IS REQUESTING THAT THE
LCULATE EMISSIONS, ANY INFORMATION
KE SUCH CALCULATIONS MUST 8E PROVID-
L TS FOR PERMITS MAY REQUEST A COPY OF
ISION’S EMISSION ESTIMATES BY CHECKING OFF
THE COPY OF PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS ON ITEM 13 OF THE
APPLICATION FORM.

BE SURE TO FILL IN THE DATA YEAR SPACE. THIS IS THE
CALENDAR YEAR FOR WHICH THE LISTED INFORMATION IS

-
X0
m
o
<

APPLICABLE
NOTE: A $100 FILING FEE IS REQUIRED WITH EACH APEN
SUBMITTED. PROCESSING FEES ARE CHARGED FOR BOTH
INITIAL AND FINAL APPROVAL PERMITS, PERMIT MODIFI-
CATIONS AND TRANSFERS OF OWNERSHIP.

TYPICALLY YOUR PERAMIT WILL LIMIT YOU TO THE QUANTI-
TIES OF MATERIALS LISTED ON THIS APEN. PLEASE BE
SURE THAT THESE QUANTITIES ARE ACCURATE AND WILL
ALLOW YOU TO OPERATE AT THE RATE YOU DESIRE.

If a block size is inadequate for the required information, use
the remarks space (sec. A) or an additiona! sheet of paper.

The APEN is necessarily complex 1o supply required data for
technical needs for reviewing and apgrovmsérermn a(gghca-
tions, SHOULD THESE INSTHUCTIONS PROVE INADEQUATE
CONTACT US FOR HELP: PHONE (303) 692-3150 OR WRITE
TO COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND
ENVIRONMENT, APCD-SS-B1. 4300 CHERRY CREEK DRIVE
SOUTH, DENVER, CO 80246-1530.

IF_NON-CRITERIA REPORTABLE AIR POLLUTANTS ARE
EMMTTED, PLEASE COMPLETE ADDENDUN ATSU.

L

Electronic versions of this APEN form and the Non-Criteria

Reportable Air Pollutant Emission Notice Addendum Form in

WordPerfect 5.1/WordPerfect 6.1 tormats can be obtained by

ségn;!i'ng an IBM compatible pre-formatted diskette to the
ivision.




AIR PC LUTANT EMISSION NOTICE PERMIT No.: ARSID.: | /

FIRM NAM-E_KN Power Company

MAIL ADDRESS PO Box 188, Fort Lupton

STATE:__CO Z1p: 80621

PLANT NAME & LOCATION___KQI _ One-half mile cast of the intersection of County Roads 16 and 31, and south of County Ruad 16 COUNTY __ Weld
HOME-BASE FOR PORTABLE SOURCES
PERSON TO CONTACT RECARDING THIS INFORMATION Kevin 8. Lewis, Air Sciences Inc, TITLE PHONE (303) Y88-2960
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS PLANT'S FUNCTION  Generale eleciricity FEDERAL TAX LD, NO. 84-146-5528

A. GENERAL INFORMATION Normal Operation of This Source Process Seasonal Throughput (% of Annual) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR REMARKS: Emergency Diesel

Nu. of Empluyces Lund Areu HuutstDuy Duys/Week Weeks/Yeur | Dec-Feb Mar-May | Jun-Aug Sep-Nov Generator (EDG)

Two 42.6 acres 8 hrlye N/A N/A 25 25 25 25

B. STACK OR VENT INFORMATION (ldentiry below which stack if plant has two or more; refer to atuched skeich of plant Lyout)

leight Diancter Temperature Flow Rute Velocity Muisture Plant 1) No. for Stack

115 1t 0.67 it 800°F 6600 ACFM 18718 ft/tnin 9% | EDG
>. FUEL INFORMATION ‘Dcsigén Input Rate Annual Fuel Consumption Fuel Heating Value: | Per Cent by Weight } Seasonal Fuel Use (% uf Annuut Use)| Spuce Hig
(10° BTU/HR) Kind of Fuel Requested level (BTUAL, BTU/gal, orf Sulfur Ash Dec- (% Ann.)
Description of Combustion Unit Burned First year fevel | Data year level BTUISCF) (X XXB)UXX. X %) Feb |Mur-May| Jun-Aug | Sep-Nov
IEmcrgclv;y Diesel Generator (EDG) 9.7 Dicsel 56642 gal 2001 137,000 Bru/gal 0.05 00.0 25 25 25 25 N/A
{average)

L\1ukcl;\1udcl: 850 kW output

ISerial No. Not available at this time.

D. PROCESS INFORMATION Raw Materials Used | Raw Materials-Annual Consumiption Design Process Rate Finished Product Finished Product-Annual Quiput
Description
Descripiion of Prucessing Unit Description Data year level (Specify Units/Hour) Requested level Datu yeur level
Requested teved
N7A N/A N/A N7A NI/A N7A N/A N/A

Muke/Model: N/A

Serial No.: N/A

—]

. POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT Oversll  FESTIMATED EMISSIONS ACTUAL ESTIMATION CHECK ALL BOXES THAT AFPLY
Polluant | Type of Contral Equipment Collection | (TONS/YEAR) AT THROUGHPUTS EMISSIONS METHOD 8 New or previvusly unreported source®
Efricicncy | REQUESTED ABOVE (DATA YEAR) O Reguesting modification of existing permitty
Prinury Secomdury CONTROLLED | UNCONTROLLED 0 Change in emisstons, throughputs or equipmeni
Particulate | None None N/A 035 0.35 3001 AP42 O Transfer uf ownership
- . . . : ~ _ (List previous owner in REMARKS section of box A)1
PM g None None N/A 0.35 0.35 2001 AP-42 Q Previous APEN is eapiringt
S0, None None NIA 0.20 0.20 2001 AP-42 0O Request for Emission Reduction CredieT¥
& - - O (Specify)
NO, None None N/A 12.04 12.04 2001 AP-42 ¢+ Cowplete all applicable portions af APEN
vOC None None N/A 0.32 0.32 2001 AP-42 t Complete "Requested Level” values for permit limirs
e None None N/A 276 2.76 2001 AD-42 § Complewe ull infornion above box A, und thuse remaining
— ’ ons whicl retlect cha ¢
PLEASE USE APCD NON-CRITERIA REPORTABLE AIR O CHECK HERE IF YOU WISH THE DIVISION TO CALCULATE YOUR Purtions whieh teflect s
POLLUTANT ADDENDUN FORM TO REFORT SUCH + 4 EMISSIONS. SEE "EMISSION ESTIMATES" INSTRUCTIONS ON
POLLUTANTS OR POLLUFANTS NOT LISTED ABOVE._—1 | /] ™ yxck. ATES v

[Signature of Persun Legally Authurized to Supply Data:

Typed Name and Title:
Paul R. Steinway. Vice President, KN Power Comipany

’// : —— . . ) DATE: , /., -~ e 7l DATA YEAR (See Insuucuons on Reverse): 2001
// , Y/L ({7.4Cb //// L\/ e
.

Date soutce began ur witl begn operaton: 471572000

—_—
I"HIS NOTICE IS VALID FOR FIVE YEARS. A revised notice shall be filed prior to this $100 FILING FEE 1S REQUIRED
expivution dute, wheaever a permit thnitation must be modified, whenever control equipment FOR EACIHI NOTICE Fll ED‘
is chiunged, and snnually whenever a significant emission chunge occurs. For specific details -
ve Regulution 3, Part A, § 11.C.1. IACPUFORMS. 98A\GEN_APEN.98A {ISend completed forms with fees to:

Coturado Dept, of Public Heslth & Enviconment  APEN#_3_of__3__

Air Pollution Comrrol Division )

4300 Cherry Creek Drive South, APCD-S5-BY For Informativn, Cull
Denver, Colorado 80246-1530 (303) 692-3150
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‘'NSTRUCTIONS FOR AIR POLLUTANT EMISSION NC™CE FOR NEW, EXISTING, AND MODIFIED SOURCES

PLEASE READ T,

ees for emissions which didn't actually occur.

-IRST IF APPLYING FOR A PERMIT; Emission permits will limit the level of pro 0 } 2 €
made. Plaase note this level under the annual consumption and output boxes, as well as in the emiss,un estimate section. You also need to enter your best estimate of production/ope: ation for the first
ear of operation. An accurate estimate for the first {ull year of operation can allow you to avoid having to submit a revised APEN to report your actual emissions after the first year, but may result in

.on/operation to that requested on the APEN. It is suggested that a b-year gro

Jrojection be

This Air Poliution Emission Notice (APEN) is valid for five (5) years
from the date received by the Division. A revised APEN must be
submitted no later than 30 days before this expiration date.

A revised APEN must be submitted whenever uncontrolled actual
emissions of any pollutant not previously reporled occurs which
exceeds: ) ton/year (non-attainment for any pollutant) , 2
tons/year (attainment for all pollutants) for criteria pollutants or
the appropriate reporting threshold for non-criteria reportable
pollutants.

A revised APEN must be submitted prior to the installation of new,
or replacement of existing pollution control equipment.

A revised APEN must be submitted prior to any change in the
ownership or operator of a facility.

A revised APEN muyst be submitted in order to change a permit
limit cir ::o(?dmon. Highlighted boxes for requested levels should be
completed.

A revised APEN must be submitted whenever a siq_nilican( change
in annual (calendar ygag actual emissions occurs. This APEN must
be submitted by April 30 of the year following the calendar year
during which this change occurs. A significant change for a
pollutant is defined as:

Sources which emit 100 tons per year or more: any increase
'O'IS% or 50 tons/year or more of actual emissions, whichever
is less.

Sources which emit less than 100 tons per year: any increase
of 5 tonslyear or more of actual emissions, except forsources
of volatile otganic compounds in the Metro Denver Region
which must report an increase of | ton/year or 5% of actual
emissions, whichever is greater.

Sources which emit Non-Criteria Reportable Air Pollutants; any
increase of 50% or 5 tons/year of actual emissions,
whichever is less.

Grouping of multiple emission points on a single APEN shall be
allowed as often as possible, provided the overall goals of
receiving accurate and verifiable_emissions_information are not
compromised. Please see Regulation No. 3, Part A, Section 11.8.4
for guidelines regarding grouping of multiple emission points.

Federal Tax 1.D. No: Providing your Federal Tax 1.D. no. will
help_ The Uwision ﬁrocess g,oyr' permit application more
efficiently, and will help the Oivision to reduce billing errors.

A. GENERAL INFORMATION
No. of Employees: Self-explanatory.
Land Area: Plant property to nearest 0.1 acre.
Normal Operation of the Source: Ovarall source schedule, if

schedule Tor This source differs significantly from facility
schedule, list inTemarks area.

Seasonal Throughput: Overall process throughput (see section
U.Yor matlenals during the indicated 3-month seasons. Boxes
must total 100%. The Dec-Feb entry contains thraughput for
January, February, and December of the DATA YEI{‘R.

B. STACK OR VENT INFORMATION

Height: Vertical distance in teet from ground level to emission
ouliel tevel.

Diameter: Inside diameter of rqund exit (nearest 0.1 ft). For
noncircular exits with area A “°;' use EQUIVALENT diameter:

D.=1.128J4

Temperature: Exhaust stream exit temperatures under normal
operaling conditions, 10 nearest 1°F.
Flow Raie: Actual cubic feet per minute at normal operating

temperature and pressure, 10 nearest 1 ft¥/minute.

Velocity: To the nearest 1 ft./min., obtained by dividing Flow
ale Dy area of exit.

Moisture: Per cent by weight of exhaust gases.

Plant ID: Note any in-house identification number for a stack.

FUEL INFORMATION

Description of Combustion Unit: Idemilé the specific device
fhal burns [he Tuel. Examples: Steam Generator #1, Crude
Heater C, Rotary Kiln, Melting Furnace, Beet Pulp Dryer,
Asphalt Batch Rotary Dryer, Grain Dryer w/Recycla. Additional
lines under this heading may be used for description since
only ONE combustion unit may be &roperly uwen,onad on an
APENTorm. Include manufacturer Model and Serial Number.

Design Rate: Capacity of combustion unit in 10° BTU/hour.

Kind of Fuel: Up to three fuels {Coal, Natural Gas, #6 Residual
i, Wood/Bark, etc.) may be listed for the combustion unit,
with data on each line pertaining 1o that fuel.

Annual ansumPtion; The amount of fuel used in tons of solid
uel, al ol iquid fuel, or 10 ® SCF of gaseous fuel. On
permit aqpl_lcanons & revisions, enter requested maximum
amount. This requested maximum will become a permit limit.

Heating Value: For solid fuels use BTU/LB. For liquid fuels use
BIUJG%E. For gaseous fuels use BTU/SCF.

Sulfur & Ash Content: Nearest 0.01% (sulfur), 0.1% (ash).
Seasona!l Use: Seasonal share boxes must total 100%.

Space Hig: The share (if anx) of annual use of this fuel in this
combustion unit attributed to space heating needs.

To facilitate the Division's_analysis, attach a sketch of the
plant layout on 8 1/2°X 11" paper. Refer 1o it when helpful in
your block entries. This sketch need not be exactly to scale if
pertinent dimensions are annotated, including height and
{)osmonal distances of structures near the stacks, %osmon of
he stacks relative to plant land boundaries, notable terrain
features, etc.

. PROCESS INFORMATION

Description of Processing Unit: Identify equipment contribut-
ing fo the enmissions Trom {Ius stack or vent; use second line
for description if needed (OnleONE processgnP unit per APEN
form). include manufacturer Model and Serial No.

Raw Materials, Solvents, etc.: List all material used.

Annual Consumption: List amounts of each matarial used
annualy, specnd units. Several materials in 8 process may
require use of REMARKS space or additional pages. Staple
theseo additional sheets to the APEN. On permit applications
& revisions, enter requested maximum amount. This requested
maximum will become a permit limit.

Design Rate: Raw material capacity per hour.

Finished Products: List annual production. Note both the
réquesied maximum amount and data year estimate.

POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT

Type of Control Egui?ment: List all air pollution control
equipment used Tor controlling emissions through this stack or
vent, according to the pollutant it controls (one device may be
listed more than once). If two or moare controls are used, the
FIRST encountered by the exhaust is listed as PRIMARY, then
subsequent devices are SECONDARY,

Overall Collection Efficiency: The combined eficiency ol all
control devices 0 removing the particular pollutant {to 0.1%]).

Emission Estimates: Include an estimate of the controlled and
uncontrolled emissions expected from the source, together
with the estimation method. {e.g.. manufacturer's data). If
emission estimations are based upon methods other than
those supplied by the Division or EPA, sufficient supportin
documentation must be included. On permit agphcaluons
revisions, enier requested maximum amount. This requested
maximum will become a permit limit.

IF THE APPLICANT WANTS THE DIVISION TO CALCULATE

THE EMISSIONS FROM THIS SOURCE, THE BOX IN THE

OWER RIGHT HAND CORNER OF SECTION E MUST BE

CHECKED OFF. IF APPLICANT IS REQUESTING THAT THE

DIVISION CALCULATE EMISSIONS, ANY INFORMATION

NEEDED TO MAKE SUCH CALCULATIONS MUST BE PROVID.
AMITS MAY REQUEST

. APPLICANTS FOR PERMIT A COPY OF
THE DIVISION'S EMISSION ESTIMATES BY CHECKING QOFF
HE C PYlO

F PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS ON ITEM 13 OF THE
ON FORM.

CH APEN
OR BOTH
IT MODIF!-

S
TYPICALLY YOUR PERMIT WILL LI U TO THE QUANTI-
TIES OF MATERIALS LISTED ON S APEN, PLEASE BE
SURE THAT THESE QUANTITIES ARE ACCURATE AND WILL
ALLOW YOU TO OPERATE AT THE RATE YOU DESIRE.

If a block size is inadequate for the required information, use
the remarks space [(sec. A) or an additional sheet of paper.

The APEN is necessarily complex to supply required data for
technical needs for reviewing and ap rovungepe:mn e}s)ghca-
tions. SHOULD THESE INSTRUCTIONS PROVE INADEQUATE
CONTACT US FOR HELP: PHONE (303) 692-3150 OR WRITE
TO COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND
ENVIRONMENT, APCD-SS-B1, 4300 CHERRY CREEK DRIVE
SOUTH, DENVER, CO 80246-1530.

IF NON-CRITERIA REPORTABLE DAIR POLLUTANTS ARE
EMITT TED,; PCEASE CUWIPLETE ADDENDUW ALSU"

Electronic versions of this APEN form and the Non-Criteria

Reportable Air Pollutant Emission Notice Addendum Form in

WordPerfect 5.1/WordPerfect 6.1 formats can be obtained by

is)qn‘di‘ng, an 1BM compatible pre-lormatted diskette to the
ivision,
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PROJECT TITLE: 8y:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-12-3 1 S )
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE;
EMISSIONS SUMMARY November 23, 1993

‘N T aGE =

I. EMISSIONS SUMMARY

Proposed Emission Limits and Compliance Emission Factors

Cooling Tower - - - -

* 12-month rotling total.
~ PM emissions are 5.1 lons pef year.

NOx (of0) vOC PM10
missi j Ib/MMBly tonfye” [IDIMMBly top/yes Ip/MMBtu lonfyr®  ID/MMBtY  tonlyr®
CT/OB (4-units total) CEMS  280.8 - 1016.2 - 82.0 - 91.1
LM6000's NA - 0.120 - 0.009C - 0.0090 -
Duct Burners NA - 0.090 - 0.00S0 - 0.0110 -
Emergency Generator 311 12.04 0.71 276 0.083 0.32 0.091 0.35
- - 1.82°°

0.001502
0.001502

0.052

S0O2
Ib/IMMBRY

tonfye®

14.0

0.20

\Emis_BACT2,xis
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PROJECT TITLE: 8y:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-12-3 2 g 1
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
EMISSIONS SUMMARY November 23, 1938

LM6000’s

Maximum short term rate

Maximum long term rate

18.0 tb/hr, per uanit

34 Ib/hr, per unit (daily average)

30 ib/hr, per unit (annual average)

I, TURBINES - NOx EMISSION RATES AND PROPOSED PERMIT LIMITS

Basis

Basis

25 ppmvd @ 15% 02, per unit (daily avg.) Turbine performance data (11/98), steam/water injection, S0F, 100% load,
Turbine pedormance data (11/98), steam/water injection, 50F, 100% load.

Turbine performance data (8/98), estimated annual average steam/water

injection control level of 22 ppm, annual average temp. (~50F)

Ouct bumner performance data, 11/93:
200 MMBtu/hr/unit, LHV

S50F 25 ppm 34 b/hr perfomance data
50F 22 ppm 30 ib/hr performance data
262.8 tonlyr, total (12-month rolling total) 50% Capacity Factor
4,380 hriyr, per unit 17.520 hrlyr, total for 4 units
Duct Burners
Maximum short term rate Basis

0.09 b/MMBIu, LHV

Maximum long term rate Basis
18.0 tontyr, total (12-month rolling total) 100,000 MMBtulyr, per unit 400,000 MMBtu/yr, total for 4 units
Proposcd NOx Emissions Limitations
Unit Compliance Emission Factor Long Term Limits
LMB000's and Duct firing CEMS 280.8 ton/yr, total (12-month rolling total)

(combined emissions for all CT's and DB's)

LMB000's and Duct firing

CEMS 22 ppmvd @ 15% O2, per unit (12-mo. rolling avg.)
(combined emissions for all CT's and 08's)

\Ems_BACT2.43
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Air Sciences Inc.

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS

PROJECT TITLE: ay:
KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: |OF: SHEET:
77-12-3 3 9 1
SUBJECT: DATE:
EMISSIONS SUMMARY November 23, 1998

1. TURBINES - CO EMISSION RATES AND PROPOSED PERMIT LIMITS

LM6000's
Maximum short term rate
50 ppmvd @ 15% O2, per unit
40 Ib/hr, per unit
0.120 Ib/MMBtu

Maximum long term rate
700.8 tonfyr, total (12-month roiling total)

Duct Burners

Maximum short term rate
18.0 Ib/hr, per unit

Maximum long term rate
315.4 tontyr, total (12-month rolling total)

Proposed CO Emissions Limitations

Basis
Turbine performance data (11/98), steam/water injection, SOF, 100% load. (2x)
Turbine performance data (11/98), steam/water injection, SOF. 100% load. (2x)

332 MMBtu/hr, LHV, per unit

Basis
Maximum short term emission rate and hours of operation.
8,760 hr/yr, per unit (allowable hours) 35,040 hriyr, total for 4 units

Basis
Duct burner performance data, 11/93: 0.09 Ib/MMBtu, LHV
200 MMBtu/hr/unit, LHV

Basis
Maximum short term emission rate and hours of operation.
8,760 hrlyr, per unit (altowable hours) 35,040 hriyr, total for 4 units

Unit Compliance Emission Factor Long Term Limits
Based on 8760 hrlyr
LM6000's 0.120 !b/MMBtu 1016.2 tontyr, total (12-month roiling total)
Duct firing 0.090 {b/MMBtu {combined emissions for all CT's and DB's)
3

\Emis_BACT2.xis




Air Sciences Inc¢.

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS

PROJECT NTLE: 8Y:
KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-12-3 4 9 1
SUBJECT: DATE:
EMISSIONS SUMMARY November 23, 1998

IV. TURBINES - VOC EMISSION RATES AND PROPOSED PERMIT LIMITS

LM6000’'s

Maximum short term rate
3.0 Ib/hrlunit, as carbon

0.00S0 (b/MMBtu

Maximurn long term rate
52.6 tonfyr, total (12-month rolling total)

Duct Burners

Maximum short term rate
1.7 ib/Mhrfunit, as carbon

0.0080 Ib/MNBtu

Maximum long term rate
29.4 tonfyr, total (12-month rolling total)

Proposed VOC Emissions Limitations

Basis
0.3 ib/hr 10/97 LMB000test data, 61-75F, 100% load, no duct finng.
3.0 10x source test data.
332 MMBiur, LHV, per unit

Basis
Maximum short term emission rate and hours of operation.
8,760 hriyr, per unit (allowable hours) 35,040 hriyr, total for 4 units

Basis
0.14 tb/hr 10/97 LMB00O0 test data, 61-75F, 100% load, with duct firing.
1.7 12x source test data.
187 MMBtu/hr/unit, LHV, per unit based on 10/97 LM6000 test data.

Basis
Maximum short term emission rate and hours of operation.
8,760 htlyr, per unit (allowable hours) 35,040 hifyr, total for 4 units

Unit Compliance Emission Factor Long Term Limits
Based on 8760 hriyr
LMB000's 0.0090 Ib/MMBLu 82.0 tonlyr, total (12-month rolling total)
Duct firing 0.0090 Ib/MMBlu (combined emissions for all CT's and DB's)
\Emis_BACT2 s 4




Air Sciences Inc.

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS

PROJECT TITLE: ay:
KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: page: |or: SHEET:
77-12-3 5 9 1
SUBJECT: DATE:
EMISSIONS SUMMARY November 23, 1898

LM6000's

Maximum short term rats
3 ib/hr, per unit

0.0090 (b/MMBtu

Maximum long term rate
52.6 tonlyr, total (12-manth rolling total)

Duct Burners

Short term rate
2.2 lothr, per unit

Long term rate
38.5 tonfyr, total (12-month rofling total)

Proposed PM/PM10 Emissions Limitations

V. TURBINES - PM/PM10 EMISSION RATES AND PROPOSED PERMIT LIMITS

Basis
Turbine performance - provided by Larry Stoddard, IPP consultant, on 10/26/98.

332 MMEtu/hr, LHV, per unit

8asis
Maximum short term emission rate and hours of operation.
8,760 helyr, per unit (allowable hours) 35,040 hriyr, total for 4 units

Basis
Duct burner performance data, 11/93:  0.011 [b/MMBtu, LHV
200 MMBtu/hrfunit, LHV

Basis
Maximum short term emission rate and hours of gperation.
8,760 hrlyr, per unit (allowable hours) 35,040 hrlyr, total for 4 units

Unit Compliance Emission Factor Long Term Limits

Based on 8760 hriyr
LME000's 0.0090 (b/MMBtu §1.1 tonfyr, total (12-month rolling total)
Duct firing 0.011 ib/MMBlu (combined emissions for all CT's and DB's)
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Air Sciences Inc.

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS

PROJECT TITLE: 8Y:
KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-12-3 6 9 1
SUBJECT: DATE:
EMISSIONS SUMMARY November 23, 1998

VI. TURBINES - SO2 EMISSION RATES AND PROPOSED PERMIT LIMITS

LM6000°'s

Maximum short term rate
1.427 \b/MMSCF
0.001502 tb/MMBtu
0.50 Ib/hr per unit

Long term rate
8.74 tonlyr, total (12-month rolling total)

Duct Burners

Short term rate
1.427 Ib/MMSCF
0.001502 Ib/MMBtu
0.30 ib/hr per unit

Long term rate
5.26 ton/yr, total (12-month roliing total)

Proposed SO2 Emissions Limitations

Basis

Maximum sulfur content in pipe-line quality natural gas - 0.5 gr S/100 SCF.
332 MMBturhe, LHV, per unit 950 BTU/SCF, LHV

Basis

Maximum short term emission rate and hours of operation.
8,760 hriyr, per unit (allowable hours) 35,040 hriyr, total for 4 units

Basis

Maximum sulfur content in pipe-line quality natural gas - 0.5 gr S/100 SCF.
200 MMBtu/hrfunit, LHV 950 BTU/SCF

Basis

Maximum short term emission rate and hours of operation.
8,760 hriyr, per unit (allowable hours) 35,040 hr/yr, total for 4 units

Unit Compliance Emission Factor

Long Term Limits
Based on 8760 hriyr

LM6000's and Duct firing 0.001502 Ib/MMBtu

14.0 tonlyr, total (12-month rolling totai)
(combined emissions for all CT's and DB's)
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Air Sciences Inc.

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS

PROJECT TITLE: ay:
KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: |OF: SHEET:
77-12-3 7 9 1
SUBJECT: DATE:
EMISSIONS SUMMARY November 23, 1938

850 KW
800 hriyr

Pollutant
NOx
co
vOoC
PM10
S02

Operating Parameters

1254 HP, estimated from KW assuming a 10% eff. factor.

9.7 MMBtu/hr, estimate from HP assuming a 33% eff. factor.

Ib/hp-he
0.024
5.5E-03
6.416E-04
0.0007
4.045E-04

Emission Factors and Emissions

Ib/he
301
6.9
0.80
0.88
0.51

Proposed Permit Emission Limits

ton/yr Reference
12.04 AP-42, Tbl 3.4-1.

2.76 AP-42,Tbl3.4-1.
0.32 AP-42 Tbl 3.4-1.
0.35 AP-42 Tbl3.4-1.

Vit. EMERGENCY DIESEL GENERATOR - EMISSION RATES AND PROPOSED PERMIT LIMITS

0.203 AP-42, Tbl 3.4-1, 0.05% fuel sulfur content.

Unit Compiiance Emission Factor Long Term Limits
Emergency Generator NOx 3.11 io/MMBtu NOx 12.04 ton/yr (12-mo. rolling total)
CcO 0.71 ib/MMBtu CcO 2.76 tontyr (12-mo. roiling total)
vocC 0.083 Ib/MMBIu voC 0.32 tonlyr (12-mo. rolling total)
PMi10 0.091 Ib/MMBtu PM10 0.35 tontyr (12-mo. rolling total)
S02 0.052 [b/MMBtu S02 0.203 ton/yr (12-mo. rolling total)

Pollutant
Benzene
Toluene
Xylenes
Formaldehyde
Acetaldehyde
Acralein
Naphthalene

Ib/MMBty
7.76E-04
2.81E-04
1.93E-04
7.89€-05
2.52E-05
7.88E-06
1.30E-04

HAP Emission Factors and Emissions

lohe
0.0075
0.0027
0.0019
0.0008
0.0002
0.0001
0.0013

ton/yr Reference
0.00300 AP-42, Tb! 3.4-3.
0.00109 AP-42, Tb! 3.4-3.
0.00075 AP-42, Tbl 3.4-3.
0.00031 AP-42, Tbl 3.4-3.
0.00010 AP-42, Tbl 3.4-3.
0.00003 AP-42, Tbl 3.4-3.

0.00050 AP-42, Tbl 3.4-4.

0.00577
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* See size fraction calculation on the following page.

Proposed PM/PM10 Emisslons Limitations

PROJECT NITLE: ay:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWVIS
PROJECT NO: PaGe: |JoF: SHEET:
77-12-3 8 9 1
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
EMISSIONS SUMMARY November 23, 1998
ViIl, COOLING TOWER - PM/PM10 EMISSION RATES
Reference:
tower drift loss 0.003% Manufacturer's data on drift eliminators.
max. recirc. rate for 4 CT's 6.48E+07 galiday Larry Stoddard, 11/9/98, upper estimate.
anaval drift:
6.48E+07 gal wate{ 8.345 b | 1day | 0.003% (dnf) = 676 Ib water
tday | 1 gatwater | 24 hr [ hr
Cooling Tower Water Quality
reference:
total dissolved solids 5,500 ppm Larry Stoddard, 11/9/98, upper estimate.
PM Emissions
reference:
drift mass governed by atmospheric dispersion 31.3% EPA Document: Effects of Pathogenic and Toxic Material Transport
Via Cooling Device Drift - Vol, 1 Technical Report
EPA 600 7-79-251a, Nov. 1979
676 bwater | 31.3% | 5.500 1b PM = 1.16 Ib PM = 5.1 ton PM
1 hr | tdispersion factor) |  1E+6 Ib water hr yr
PM10 Emissions
1.16 b PM | 0.357 Ib PM10° = 0.42 Ib PM10 = 1.82 ton PM10
hr | b PM hr yr

Unit Compliance Emission Factor Long Term Limits
Based on 8760 hriyr
Cooling Tower 3.92E-08 ton PM/(mo.-TDS-MMgal) 5.10 ton PM/yr
1.40E-08 ton PM10/(mo.-TDS-MMagal) 1.82 ton PM10/yr
Where:
TOS [=] ppm solids by weight
MMgal [=] millions of gallons of water re-circulated per month

.
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Air Sciences Inc.

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS

PROJECT TITLE: 8y:
KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: |OF: SHEET:
77-12-3 9 9 1
SUBJECT: DATE:
EMISSIONS SUMMARY November 23, 1998

PM10 Multiplie Calculation

water TDS 5,500 ppm
calcium carbonate density 2.7 glce
volume of a sphere v = a3 pie

ViIl. COOLING TOWER - PM/PM10 EMISS!ON RATES - continued

Reference
Larry Stoddard, 11/9/98, upper estimate.
Perry’s Chemical Engineer's Handbook, Sixth Edition, p. 3-10.

600 7-79-251a, Nov. 1979,

0 Size Di ..
Droplet Water Droplet Solids % mass
Dia. Vol. Mass Mass Vol. Dia. <10
(micron) % mass e (@ (@  (c&) (micron) microns
22 0.43 5.6€-09 5.6E-09 3AE-11 1.1E-11 28
29 1.49 1.3E-08 1.3E-08 7.0E-11 2.6E-11% 3.7
44 .76 4.5€-08 4.5E-08 2.5E-10 9.1E-1% 5.6
58 2.09 1.0E-07 1.0E-07 56E-10 2.1E-10 7.4
65 1.86 1.4E-07 1.4E-07 7.9E-10 2.9E-10 8.2

87 1.56 3.4E-07 3.4E-07 1.9E-08 7.0E-10 11.0 11.19
108 1.43 6.6E-07 6.6E-07 3.6E-09 1.3E-09 1.7

120 1.26 9.0E-07 9.0E-07 5.0E-09 1.8E-08 15.2

132 1.09 1.2E-06 1,2E-06 6.6E-09 2.5E-09 16.7

144 1.32 1.6E-06 1.6E-06 8.6E-08 3.2E-09 183

174 5.81 2.8E-06 2.8E-06 1.5E-08 5.6E-09 22.1

300 5.04 1.4E-05 1.4E-05 7.8E-08 2.9E-08 38.0

450 417 4.8E-05 4.8E-05 2.6E-07 9.7E-08 57.0

Total 3.3

PM10/PM multiplier = 0.357

* Effects of Pathogenic and Toxic Material Transport Via Cooling Device Drift - Vol. 1 Technical Report. EPA

* Maximum droplet size governed by atmosperic dispersion.
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to the eaviroament. hen et al. 1977) As detfined,
water droplets tave essentially the same chemical composi-
tioa as the circulating water ia the cooliang tower. Therefore
toxic substaaces would retain the same concentrations in drifc
as ia the circulating water.

Moszt ift loss guarantges are quoted as a percan
Ci!CLlaulna water rate %ith 2 tacit implication that ¢
impurizy level is the same as that ui rthe wzter circul
diiferantiate betweea drift and the ::.quid water added
air due to condensation during the cooling of the tower plunme

siace coadensed water is "‘pure” water. Evaporated watar is rot
objectioanabl2 from the standpoint of adding an impurity to the

eavironment. However., the addition of rmoisture, contributiag to
a change in relative humidity, may be undesirsable. In the svalu-
arion of drift and its goteatial envircamenta! hazard., w2 are
ultimatelv interested in the total quanptity of drify droplats
discharged to the envirgnzent, their chemical impurities, aad
the subsequent behavior of tais drift as it interacts with the
environment.

Tc assess the environmental significance of drift it is
necessary to establish the aciual totzl drift emission rate
irom towers of the tvoe {ound in isdustry todav The drift
particle siz2 and mass distributions must bte determined tefors
the dvzamic aad thermedynamic behaviecr of the drif: as it
iataracts with the environmeni can be 2valnazed
Dar-icia Size and Mass Distritbution.

Tigure 6 pr2sanis the ¢rift drogla2t size and mass ¢istrima-
197 resayectivaly 2T 1h2 s513ck discharz2 basad on fis2id 2s:ts
(¥iszrom 2and Ovard, 1933) Not2 zhal th2sg tesis wa2Ts rua o-n
cowsr-s whare the t9t2l ¢rilit ioss was measured at 0.0Q0% percen:
0¢ th2 circulazing ¥212r rate and thevrsicr2, ars regras2ataiivs
of th2 curreat st2i2 of he ary ¢l drift e2l:iminator £2s:Ins
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KZ7 TO FIGURE &

SIZZ AND MASS DISTRIBUTION OF DRIFT PARTICI.ES

DROPLET DIAMEZTZR % OF SAMPLE % MASS BY

T P e

{MICR0N) 8Y NUMSER DROPLET SIZE
22 24.0 0.43,
: 29 36.0 1.49 1
H 44 26.0 3.76
i S8 6.3 2.09
iR, 65 4.0 1.886
§ 87 1.4 1.56_
‘,; 108 0.87 1.43 \
? 12C 0.4 1.25 - =
: 132 0.28 1.09 3100
n - 144 0.26 1.32
‘ 174 0.65 5.81
] 300 0.11 5.04
id : 430 9.027 4.177
f o 600 0.011 4.01
3 730 0.0055 4.00
900 0.0033 4.03
1050 0.0024 4.57
. 1200 0.0019 5.486
1330 0.00l6 6.80
2230 0.00095 17.895 37.%
. 2400 0.0010 21.83
3
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«amination of s2 ra2sults reveals several imp
of dri I, il 1s not22 that the exhzus
tion 1 #1ih peaxks 1a the 33 micromet
2r si Te23p2cTivaly. In ¢on:irast, a2
a2ras tloa u ocda!l s3ize dis:iriduiion. L3
ce is i sur3rising whena en2 Consiuits thiat fhe a:vT
2 drogs in 2 Cocling (ower ar2 hoih g2asrai2d 2ad
vy mechanical meaans within a 2w szcooads.  Jecendly
vi-or unt-medally cdisgributed the droplet sizes ar=
of carrying t%0 o thousands of particles cr- bacizricm
droplet
Tall walocity of Intrained Droplecs
Tame terminal fali velccity of a2 drep is estadlished whan
tme azrodvanamic drag force is equal o zhe weight o th2 dros
It nRas 2een shown nhat larger drops zre mot sgcherical, and =
fact experience 2 marked {lattening on thair lowers surlace =wnich
materially affects f3ll veleocity. The fall valocity drop sice _
-alationsaip is shown ia Figures 7 & 3. Droplets smaller ihan 100
micromaters nave {all velocitiaes which are extremely low. in-
dicating that weight oif thes2 small drops has a minor infiuence
on their dyanamic behavior. Thus, their patiz and pesition and
traz o entrained toxias and pathogens will %2 primarily
governad D¥ aerodvramic forces; mos:t important of wihiich ar2 wind
bhuovzacy O T sluze, and vertical 2ddies or turzulancs
i i:e e e buoyancy and vertical atmospherica
turbulance will te k2e3 thes2 small dreoplets ia suspension
for an ext ed paricd. he small droplets will essentially
follow the plume patih and their conceatration 2t any point down-
win 1 governed b tmospheric disper a I{ the atmos-
phe the ex:! ir i e nd mn
su o a jo
c o}
s £
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Figure 6 also shcws that a few drons in the 1000-2:00
micrometer range are greseat in the exhaust air. Zven a casual
fiald observation shows that water droplets ia this size rangs
are emictted from 2 cocling tower sincs they are clz2arly visinls
and easily detected. tfi2ld observations and drift size tests
concucted directly D2nhind the drift elimianators showed that mos:
0f these large dropieis ars genegrated in the2 towa2r clenum arceaz
wnere impiaging Erift and wvager coad2asaticn accumulates orn
stru:::rél Tmemders. Som2 oI his coilscted mcisture L1s =2vesntu-
ally r=zsnirained 2as largsr droplats.
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wusce heat comes in direct contact with the ambient air flowiny
through cthe tower. The wvarious types ol cooling towers are
classt fied by the method used to create th2 ait movement through

them. in natural drafc towers, air movement is induced by a
large chimney utilizing the deasity cdi{ference between the air
iaside aad cuiside the chimaey. Ia a mechanical crafc tower

-
2ir :s moved by faas: either the iacduced draft type (ID) cthat
pulls air through the tower or the forced draft type (D) thag
pushes air through the tower. ~fFigure 3 (a-c) shows a typical
natural ¢raft tower ard 2aa induced draft and forced cdraft
mecranical draft cooling tower. )

Towers are further classified by the relative flow direc-
tions of the air and water in the tower. In 3 crossflow tower,
the air flows perpendicular to the falling water (see Figure 3
(a)). In a counterflow tower the air flows vertically upward,
courcar to the falliag water (see Figure 3 (b, c)).

Yowever, the water and air conditions that exist ian a cool-
ing tower are dependeat oa the performance criteria specified by
the cdesigan eagineer, not on the type of tower or its air flow
directizn. Aay one set of specified internal coolicg tower water
and air coaditioas can be duplicated in any of the types of
cooling tower described above. The choice of cooling tower is
usually made on the basis of economic and eavironmental consid-
erations rather than on the basis of achieving certain design

conditions.

The results presented here are coasidered typical for most
drift eliminator designs. However, variations in the plenum
environment and drift eliminator design will have a siganificant
effect cn the discharge drop size distribution. The older drift
eliminator designs are characterized by the presence of more of
the larger drops which appreciably increase the total drift

o

loss and dispersion nf a greater quantum of toxins and pathogenrs.

Figure 9 is a drift droplet size distribution after Chen,
(1977) averaging 5 different sets of drift dots each for natural
draft towers and mechanical draft towers. The only major dif-
farence between them is the maximum drcp capable of being sup-
ported by the plume exit velocity. :

Condensation Yuclei

ader ambient aimospheric conditions, natural cloud dropie:s
are formac by the ccndensation of wiater vapor onto microscopic
parz:cles or condensation nuclei.

qe2 past. the actual size of chese nuclei had cnly been
aed 9y indirect methods. ©. ceatly electron microscopic
bon 5 have been utilized. - esently. coadensation nuclel
1ed into three size grougings: Aitken, Large and
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EPA RACT/BACT/LAER CLEARINGHOUSE - SUMMARY OF NATURAL GAS COMBUSTIN TURBINE EMISSION CONTROL DETERMINATIONS

SEARCH CONDITIONS - NATURAL GAS-FIRED TURBINES >10 MW (OR >13 400 HP OR >100 MMBTUAR)
SEARCH PERFORMED ON NOV 1998 - ALL BACTAAER DETERMINATION LISTED FOR THE LAST § YEARS (PERMIT ISSUED DATE » W153)

PERMIT PERMIT PROCESS EMISSIONS LWt CONTROL EQUIPMENT /
0 iSSUED | __FACWLITY ___ PERMITTED (TEM TYPE THRUPUT POLLUTANT s PROCESS MODIFICATION
ALO096 | 312887 |MEAD COATED BOARD, ING COMBINED CYGLE TURBINE (25 15004 568 MMBTUMR NOX 25 PPNIVD@ 15% 02 : :
MW) (GAS)
AL0096 | 31287 |MEAD COATED BOARD, INC COMBINED CYCLE TURBINE (25 15 004 568 MMBTUMR co 28 PPMVD@15% 02
(GAS)
AL-0115 | 1217197 |ALABAMA R COMPANY [COMBUSTION TURBINE W/ ouc?'v 18 004 100 MW NO2 |ﬁ5’u
BURNER (COMBINED CYCLE)
CA0768 | 10/287 |NORTHERN GALIFORNIA [GE FRAME 5 GAS TURBINE 15004 325 MMBTUHR NOX 75 PPMVD @ 15% O2
Co0017' | 7726596 |THERMO INDUSTRIES, LTD TURBINE, GAS FIRED, § EACH 15,004 246 MMBTUM NOX 75 PPM @ 15% 02 g NHANGED STEAM INJECTION
co0017' | 772686 |THERMO INDUSTRIES, LTD TURBINE, GAS FIRED, 5 EACH 15004 246 MMBTUM T co T 2PPM@15% 02 BACTHSD  |COMBUSTION CONTROL
CO-0018 ~ |BRUSH COGENERATION 15004 350 MMBTUM NOX 25 PPM @ 15% 02 BURTE -
PARTNE RSHIP
C00019 [COLORADO POWER P TURBINES, 2 NAT GAS & 2 DUCT 15,004 385 MMBTUM EACH NOX QPPN @ 15% 02
BURNERS TURBINE
COo-0019 - |COLORADO POWER PARTNERSHIP| TURBINES, 2 NAT GAS & 2 DUCT 15004 385 MMBTUM EACH |  CO T 224PPM @ 15% 02
BURNERS TURBINE
FLO06S | 12/30/3 [ORANGE COGENERATION LP TURBINE, NATURAL GAS. 2 15,004 368 MMBTUMH NOX 15 PPN @ 15% 02
FL0068 | 12/30M3 |ORANGE COGENERATION LP [TURBINE NATURAL GAS, 2 | 15004 | 368 MMBTUM T co T 3oePMvD
FLOO74 | %2783 |FLORIDA GAS TRANSMISSION TURDINE. GAS 15004 132 MMBTUM NOX 26 PPM @ 15% O2
FLO0B1 | 272494 |TECO POLK POWER STATION [TURBINE, SYNGAS (COAL 15,005 1755 MMBTUH NOX BPPMVD@ 15 %02 | BAGCTPSD
) - |CASFCATION s B S . ) 4 ]
FLO0BY | 2244 |TECO POLK POWER STATION TURBINE, SYNGAS (COAL 15005 1755 MMBTUM co 25 PPMVD BACT-PSD  |GOOD COMBUSTION
GASIFICATION)
FLO082 [TURBINE, NATURAL GAS (2) 15004 1510 MMBTUM NOX 12 PPMVD @15 % 02 BACT
FL-0082 TURBINE, NATURAL GAS (2) 15004 | 1sw0MMBTUM |  cO T 25 PPMVD BACT-PSD  |GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICES
[~Fi0002 | [SIMPLE CYCLE COMBUSTION 15004 74 VW NOX
TURBINE, GASINO 2 O BAP
FL0102 COMBINED CYCLE COMBUSTION 15004 75 WW NOX
N . - _ weemeqoracvewwy | | 0 ! 1 PPN el
FLO102 | 6185 [PANDAKATHLEEN L P COMBINED CYCLE COMBUSTION 15004 75 MW co 25 PPN @ 15% 02 BACTPS0 |COMBUSTION CONTROLS STANDARD ONLY
TURBINE (TOTAL 115MW) APPLIES IF GE CT IS SELECTED, THE ABE8 CT
WAS LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT EMIS INCR FOR
CO
FLO04 | 1796 |SEMINOLE HARDEE UMITS  |COMBINED CYCLE COMBUSTION 15,007 140 W NOX 15 PPN @ 15% O2 BACT P8O
TURBINE
FLO04 | 17186 |SEMINOLE HARDEE UNIT 3 "|COMBINED CYCLE COMBUSTION 15007 oMW | o 20 PPM (NAT GAS) BACTPSO [ORY LNB GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICES |
TURBINE
r'nmoo 926095 |KEY WEST GITY ELECTRIG SYSTEM|TURBINE, EXISTING CT 15004 23 MW NOX 75 PPM @ 15% 02 BACTPSD  |WATER INJECTION
[RELOCATION TO A NEW PLANT - T - 7
FLO108 | 9/28/96 [KEY WEST GITY ELECTRIC SYSTEM|TURBINE, EXISTING CT | 15004 | 23 MW co T 0PPM@15% O2FULL | BACTPSD  |GOOD COMBUSTION
RELOCATION TO A NEW PLANT LD
GA 0056 | S/13/04 |GEORGIA POWER COMPANY, [TURBINE, COMBUSTION, NATURAL | 15004 50 MW NOX 75 PPM BACTPSD |WATER INJECTION, FUEL SPEC NATURAL GAS
ROBINS TURBINE PROJECT GAS .
GAD0B3 | 43M6 |WID GEORGIA COGEN [COMBUSTION TURBINE (2), 15 004 116 W NOX 3 PPMVD BACTPSD [ORY LOWMNOX BURMER WITHSCR |
B : NATURALGAS I S ) B B 27 ol E i S 2
GA0063 | 43m6 |WMID-GEORGIA COGEN COMBUSTION TURBINE (2) 15 004 115 MW co 10 PPMVD BACTPSD |COMPLETE COMBUSTION
INATURAL GAS
N0071 | S8 |PORTSIDE ENERGY CORP TURBINE, NATURAL GAS FIRED 15 004 53 MEGAWATT CO POWER % LBSAHR BACT PSD |GOOD COMBUSTION AND EMISSIONS NOT 10
MOOE JEXCEED 40 PPMVD AT 15% OXYGEN
0071 | 51306 |PORTSIDE ENERGY CORP TURBINE  NATURAL GAS FIRED 15004 T 83 MEGAWATT  |CO NON POWER] 12 LBSHR BACTPSD  |GOOD COMBUSTION AND EMISSIONS NOT TO
MODE EXCEED 10 PPMVD AT 15% OXYGEN
Page 1




EPA RACT/BACT/LAER CLEARINGHOUSE - SUMMARY OF NATURAL GAS COMBUSTIN TURBINE EMISSION CONTROL DETERMINATIONS

SEARCH CONDITIONS - NATURAL GAS-FIRED TURBINES >10 MW (OR >13 400 HP OR >100 MMBTUMR)
SEARCH PERFORMED ON NOV 19988 - ALL BACT/LAER DETERMINATION LISTED FOR THE LAST 5 YEARS (PERMIT ISSUED DATE > 9/1/93)

PERMIT PERMIT PROCESS EMISSIONS LIMIT CONTROL EQUIPMENT /
D ISSUED FACILITY PERMITTED ITEM TYPE THRUPUT POLLUTANT LIMIT BASIS PROCESS MODIFICATION
LA0086 | 2/24/94 |INTERNATIONAL PAPER TURBINEMHRSG, GAS COGEN 15004 335 MM BTUMR NOX 25 PPMV 15% 02 BACT  [DRY LOW NOX COMBUSTOR/COMBUSTION
R B S ~ TURBINE ~ TURBINE e
LAD0BE | 272484 |INTERNATIONAL PAPER TURBINE/HRSG, GAS COGEN T 5004 338 MM BTUMR co 1659 LBHR BACT COMBUSTION CONTROL S
TURBINE
TAG08S | 372795 |FORMOSA PLASTICS [TURBINE/HRSG, GAS 15.004 350 MM BTUMR NOX S PPNV
_JCORPORATION, LOUSIANA TION e LU I i
LA0089 | 3295 |FORMOSA PLASTICS TURBINEMHRSG, GAS 15004 450 MM BTUMR co 258 LAHR BACT-PSD |PROPER OPERATION
[CORPORATION, LOWUNISIANA |[COGENERATION
LAD0S1 | 3266 |GEORGIA GULF CORPORATION  |GENERATOR, NATURAL GAS 15004 1123 MM BTUMR NOX 25 PPMY-CORR 10 BACT-PSD |CONTROL NOX USING STEAM INJEGTION
TURBINE 15%02
LA0091 | 32606 |GEORGIA GULF CORPORATION  |GENERATOR, NATURAL GAS FIRED| 15004 | 1123 MM BTUMR co 9724 TPY CAP FOR 3 BACT-PSD  |GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICE AND PROPER
TURBINE TURB OPERATION
TAO093 | 3777 |FORMOSA PLASTICS TURBINEAHSRG, GAS 15.004 250 VM BTUAR NOX PPV m
CORPORATION, BATON ROUGE | COGENERATION AN CONSTRUCTION
PLANT 7 ] : ;
LA0093 | 3787 |FORMOSAPLASTICS "~ |TURBINEASRG, GAS 15004 | 450 MM BTUMR " co T 0lBHR BACT-PSD |COMBUSTION DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
CORPORATION, BATON ROUGE COGENERATION
PLANT
LA-0096 | 9/22/95 |UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION |GENERATOR, GAS TURBINE 15004 1313 MM BTUMR NOX 25 PPMV CORR TO 15%] BAGT-PSD Fﬂmﬂm . AT
02 bl
LA-0096 | 92285 |UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION |GENERATOR, GAS TURBINE 15004 TMIMMBIUMR | €O | 1eseLamR BACT-PSD |NO ADD-ON CONTROL GOOD COMBUSTION
PRACTICE
MO-0019 T [BALTIMORE GAS & ELECTRIC - | TURBINE, 140 MW NATURAL GAS 15004 140 MW NOZ 15 PPM @ 15% 02 BACT-PSD | DRY BIURN. - S
PERRYMAN PLANT FIRED ELECTRIC ; - | - i BRIy SR v 4 -
MD-0019 BALTIMORE GAS & ELECTRIC - TURBINE, 140 MW NATURAL GAS 15 004 140 MW co 20 PPM @ 15% O2 BACTPSD |GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICES -
PERRYMAN PLANT FIRED ELECTRIC
MN-0022 | 3M5 |LSP.COTTAGE GROVE, LP COMBUSTION 15.007 1970 MMBTUHR NOX 45 PPM @ 15% O2 GAS | BACT-PSD |SELECTIVE CATALYTIC REDUCTION (SCR)
TURBINE/GENERATOR
WMO-0016 | 5/17/94 |EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC CO. |INSTALL TWO NEW SIMPLE-GYCLE | 15007 1345 MMBTUHR NOX (NATURAL 25 PPM BY VOL 1 HIR BACTPSD NN {8, AND WA
- ) e TURBINES M| LTS . SE .. SE ... ‘
MO-0016 | 517/84 |EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC CO. |INSTALL TWO NEW SIMPLE-CYCLE | 15007 1345 MMBTUHR CO (NATURAL 120 TPY BACT-PSD |NONE
TURBINES GAS)
MO0017 | 2726065 |EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC GO, |INSTALL TWO NEW SIMPLE-CYCLE | 15007 80 MW NOX 360 TPY BACTPSD |WATER INJECTION
TURBINES
" MO0017 | 212895 |EMPIRE DISTRICT ELECTRIC CO |INSTALL TWO NEW SIMPLECYCLE| 15007 |  emw | co | a27sTey | BACTPSD |GOOD COMBUSTION CONTROL
TURBINES
MBOOji 4606 |SOUTH MISSISSIPPI ELECTRIC [COMBUSTION TURBINE, COMBINED) 15007 1200 MMBTW/HR NAT co 26 3 PPM @ 15% 02, GAS BACT-PSD |GOOD COMBUSTION CONTROLS
POWER ASSOC CYCLE GAS
NC0050 | 41108 |CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT [COMBUSTION TURBINE, 4 EACH 15.007 1908 MMBTL/HR NOX. GAS 156 LEVHR | BACTPSD | WATER INJECTION
NC0059 | 41198 [CAROLINA POWER & LIGHT ICOMBUSTION TURBINE, 4 EACH 15007 1908 MMBTUMR CO GAS 80 LE/MHR "BACT-PSD |[COMBUSTION CONTROL
NM-0024 MILAGRO, WILLIAMS FIELD | TURBINE/COGEN, NATURAL GAS 15004 900 MMCFIDAY NOZ 9 PPN @ 16% 02 T BACTPSD |
SERVICE @ : I I PGE5418) § A VR W R
NMOoo2a | - MILAGRO, WILLIANS FIELD TURBINE/COGEN, NATURAL GAS 15004 900 MMCF/DAY co 276 PPM @ 15% 02 BACT-PSD
|SERVICE (2)
NM-0028 | 11/4/96 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE [COMBUSTION TURBINE, NATURAL | 15004 100 MW NOX 75 PPM (SEE FAC BACT-PSD TOW NOX COMBUSTION
COICUNNINGHAM STATION GAS I - __ NOTES) | %A =¥ . ; .
NM-0028 | 117486 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE [COMBUSTION TURBINE, NATURAL 15 004 100 MW coz SEE P2 BACTPSD |GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICES
CO/CUNNINGHAM STATION GAS
NMO023 | 257 |SOUTHWESTERN PUBLIC SERVICE [COMBUSTION TURBINE, NATURAL | 15.004 100 MW NOX SEE FACILITY NOTES| BACTPSO
COMPANY/CUNNINGHAM STA Gas I D R o - A LS RN R
NM-0029 | 21507 ﬁsoumivssrsmi PUBLIC SERVICE | COMBUSTION TURBINE, NATURAL 15 004 100 MW co SEE FACILITY NOTES| BACTPSD |GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICES
COMPANY/CUNNINGHAM STA GAS
NM-0031 61887 JLORDSBURGL P TURBINE, NATURAL GAS-FIRED 15004 100 MW NO2 74 4 LBSIHR BACT-PSD S
|ELEC GEN I PR B o qgoaomm D COMBUSTION. |




EPA RACT/BACT/LAER CLEARINGHOUSE - SUMMARY OF NATURAL GAS COMBUSTIN TURBINE EMISSION CONTROL DETERMINATIONS

SEARCH CONDITIONS - NATURAL GAS-FIRED TURBINES >10 MW (OR »13 400 MP OR >100 MMBTUMR)
SEARCH PERFORMED ON NOV 1998 - ALL BACTAAER DETERMINATION LISTED FOR THE LAST § YEARS (PERWIT ISSUED DATE » 8/18))
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PERMIT | PERMIT PROCESS EMISSIONS LT CONTROL EQUIPMENT /
0 ISSUED FACILITY PERMITTED ITEM TYPE THRUPUT POLLUTANT LIMIT BASIS PROCESS MODIFICATION
NM 0031 | 6187 [LORDSBURG L P TURBINE, NATURAL GAS F IRED 15 004 100 MW co 27 LBSAHR BACTPSD |ORY LOW-NOX TECHNOLOGY BY MAINTAINING
|ELEC GEN PROPER AIR-FUEL RATIO
NV-0030 | 6/10/84 |MUDOY RIVER L P COMBUSTION TURBINE, DIESEL & | 15007 140 MEGAWATT NOX 303 LBHR BACTPSO
) B NATURALGAS ) . A
NV-0030 | 6/10/84 |MUDOY RIVER L P ~ |COMBUSTION TURBINE, DIESEL & 15007 140 MEGAWATT co 77 LBMR BACTPS0  |FUEL SPEC NATURAL GAS )
NATURAL GAS
NV-0031 | 6/10/94 |CSW NEVADA, ING COMBUSTION TURBINE, DIESEL & | 16007 140 MEGAWATT NOX 273 LAMR
s - . _JNATURALGAS v R ) o
NV-0031 | 610/84 |CSW NEVADA, INC COMBUSTION TURBINE, DIESEL & | 15007 140 MEGAWATT co 83 LE/HR
INATURAL GAS
NY0044 | 6/6/35 |BROOKLYN NAVY YARD TURBINE, NATURAL GAS FIRED 15 004 240 MW NOX 35 PPN @ 15% 02
7 _ |COGENERATION PARTNERS LP. | o I S
NY0044 | €885 |BROOKLYN NAVY YARD TURBINE, NATURAL GAS FIRED 15004 T2 MW co 4PPM @ 15% 02
COGENERATION PARTNERS L P
NY-0062 | 91594 |FULTON COGEN PLANT (GE LMS5000 GAS TURBINE 6 007 500 MMBTUAR NOX 3 FPM 65 LBAR
NY-0062 | 91584 [FULTON COGEN PLANT GE LM5000 GAS TURBINE | 15007 500 MMBTURR co 7107 PPN 120 LBAHR
NY0062 | 91584 TON COGEMN PLANT [STACK EMISSIONS (GAS TURBINE | 11004 510 MMBTUAR NOX 36 PPM_ 69 5 LBAR BACT WATER INJECTION
L . ) AND DUCT BURNER) oy . o
NY0062 | 91584 [FULTON COGEN PLANT STACK EMISSIONS (GAS TURBINE 11004 610 MMBTUAR | co 156 PPM_ 175 0 LBMR BACT.OTHER [NO CONTROLS
AND DUCT BURNER) (TOTAL)
NY-0064 | 10/6/84 |INDECK-OSWEGO ENERGY (GE FRAME 6 GAS TURBINE 15 007 533 LAMMBTU NOX 42 PPM, 75 00 LBMR BACT STEAM INJECTION
CENTER
NY0064 | 10/6/94 |INDECK-OSWEGO ENERGY " |GE FRAME 6 GAS TURBINE 15007 |  sa3aLemMeeTU | GO 10 PPM_ 1000 LBMR | BAGT.OTHER [NO CONTROLS
CENTER —_—
NY-0065 | 1718754 |KAMINE/BESICORP GARTHAGE L P |GE FRAME 6 GAS TURBINE 18.007 281 BTUMR NOX 42 PPM, 76 6 LB/HR BACT STEAM INJECTION
NY-0085 | 1/18/84 |KAMINE/BESICORP CARTHAGE L P |GE FRAME 6 GAS TURBINE 15007 | 491 BTUMR co 10PPM, 110LBHR | BACT-OTHER |[NO CONTROLS o ]
NY-0072 | 12/10/4 |KAMING/BESICORP SYRAGUSE LP |SIEMENS V643 GAS TURBINE (EP | 16007 | 650 MMBTUHR NOX 25 PPM BACT WATER INJECTION
|#00001)
NY-0072 | 121084 [KAMINE/BESICORP SYRACUSE LP |SIEMENS VB4 3 GAS TURBINE (EP | 15007 " 650 MMBTUMHR T co 95 PPM " | BACTOTHER |NO CONTROLS '
15 004 550 MMBTUAR NOX 25 PPWL. 47 LBAR BACT STEAM INJECTION, FUEL SPEC NATURAL GAS
oY
15004 92 LBHR TEMP > 20F | BACT-OTHER |NO CONTROLS o
o 11008 715 MMBTUAR NOX | 26PPM 69LBMR | BACT-OTHER |NO CONTROLS FOR NOX ON STACK *SEE
- TURBINE NOX DATA
NY-0080 | 12183 |PROJECT ORANGE ASSOCIATES |STACK (TURBINE AND DUCT 11008 715 MMBTUAR co 106 4 LE/HR TEMP > 20F _ :
BURNER) Mg e SR
OR0010 | 5/31/94 |PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC | TURBINES, NATURAL GAS (2), GE 15004 1720 MMBTU NOX 45 PPM @ 15% O2 BACT-PSO  |SCR
co FRAME 7 FA
OR-0010 | 53194 |PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC | TURBINES, NATURAL GAS (2) GE | 15004 1720 MMBTU : co T 15 PPM @ 15% O2 BACT-PSD  |GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICES
co FRAME 7 FA
ORO011 | 41784 |HERMISTON GENERATING CO  NATURAL GAS (2), 15.004 1696 MMBTU NOX 45 PPM @ 15% 02 BACT PAD  |SCR
FRAME 7 FA
OR0011 | 4184 |HERMISTON GENERATING CO TURBINES, NATURAL GAS (2), GE | 15004 1696 MMBTU co T15PPM @ 15% 02 BACTPSD  |GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICES
FRAME 7 FA
PADD9S | @/22/84 |FLEETWOOD COGENERATION NG TURBINE (GE LMB000) WITH 15 004 360 MMBTUAR NOX 21 LBHR (15 PPM @ SOR WITH LOW NOX COMBUSTORS
ASSOCIATES WASTE HEAT BOLER 15% 02)
PADI30 | 5185 |PROCTOR AND GAMBLE PAPER | TURBINE, NATURAL GAS 15 004 580 MMBTUMR NOX 55 PPM @ 15% 02 STEAM INJECTION
PRODUCTS CO (CHARMIN)
PAO148 | 73188 [BLUE MOUNTAIN POWER LP [COMBUSTION TURBINE WITH HEAT| 18 004 153 W Wox 1PPN @ 15% 02 DRY LNB WITH SCR WATER INJECTION IN PLACE
RECOVERY BOWER (WHEN FIRING OIL. OIL FIRING LIMITS SETTO B8 4
PPM @15% 02




EPA RACT/BACT/LAER CLEARINGHOUSE - SUMMARY OF NATURAL GAS COMBUSTIN TURBINE EMISSION CONTROL DETERMINATIONS

SEARCH CONDITIONS - NATURAL GAS-FIRED TURBINES >10 MW (OR >13 400 HP OR >100 MMBTUMR)
SEARCH PERFORMED ON NOV 1898 - ALL BACTALAER DETERMINATION LISTED FOR THE LAST § YEARS (PERMIT ISSUED DATE > 9/1/93)

PERMIT | PERMIT PROCESS EMISSIONS CONTROL EQUIPMENT /
0 ISSUED FACILITY PERMITTED ITEM TYPE THRUPUT POLLUTANT LIMIT
PA0148 | 7/31/86 |BLUE MOUNTAIN POWER, LP [COMBUSTION TURBINE WITH HEAT| 15 004 153 MW co 31PPM @ 15% 02
RECOVERY BOILER
PRO004 | 101196 |ECOELECTRICA, L P TURBINES, COMBINED-CYCLE 15.004 461 MW NOX, GAS €0 LEVHR (7 PPM @ 19% STEAMAVATER INJEGTION AND SELEGTIVE
COGENERATION, WESTINGHOUSE 02) GATALYTIC REDUCTION (SCR)
|501F (2)
'PR-O004 | 101/86 |ECOELECTRICA LP  |TURBINES, COMBINED-CYCLE | 15004 | aeiMw | ©oGas T 33IPPMOV | BACTPSD |COMBUSTION CONTROLS
COGENERATION, WESTINGHOUSE
501F (2)
— - N —— _ e -
SC-0036 | 83184 |CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT STATIONARY GAS TURBINE 15007 1520 MMBTUM NOX (NG) 25 PPMDV @ 15% O2 BACTPSD |WATER INJECTION
SC0036 | 83184 |CAROLINA POWER AND LIGHT  |STATIONARY GAS TURBINE 15007 1520 MMBTUMH | CO(NG) 702 1AM BACTPSD |PROPER OPERATION TO ACHIEVE GOOD
COMBUSTION
SC0038 | 419/96 |GENERAL ELECTRIC GAS |C. TURBINE 15007 2700 MMBTU/HR NOX 885 3 LBMR BACT-PSD |GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICES TO MINIMIZE
TURBINES - - - R I - EMISSIONS
SC0038 | 419/96 |GENERAL ELECTRIC GAS “|ic TurBINE 15007 2700 MMBTUMR co 27160 LBHR BACT-PSD |GOOD COMBUSTION PRACTICES TO MINIMIZE
TURBINES EMISSIONS
TX0231 | o2o4 ST CAMPUS COGENERATION TURBINES 15004 75 MW (TOTAL NOX 200 TPY BACT.PSD |INTERNAL COMBUSTION CONTROLS
) _ fooweaw V0 )}  rowes 3 I . D
TX-0231 | 5/2/84 |WEST CAMPUS COGENERATION |GAS TURBINES 15004 75 MW (TOTAL co 300 TPY BACT INTERNAL COMBUSTION CONTROLS
COMPANY POWER)
VA0206 | 81583 F#Amwum POWER PARTNERS, |TURBINE, COMBUSTION, SIEMENS [ 15007 10 X108 SCF/YR NOX 131 LE/HR(GAS), 339 Ol
 |LIMITED PARTNERSHIP MODELVB42,3 | NAT GAS ) 1l ‘ ; bt
VA0206 | 61503 [PATOWMACK POWER PARTNERS, |TURBINE, COMBUSTION, SIEMENS | 15007 10 X109 SCF/YR co 26 LBHR BACT-PSD  |GOOD COMBUSTION OPERATING PRACTICES
LIMITED PARTNERSHIP MODEL VB4 2, 3 NAT GAS

FOOTNOTES
' BACT analyss revised and permit re-ssued on 7/26/86  The condition 1o retrofit the curment steam injection system with DLN was revised 10 enhancing the current steam injechon system 1o allow for increased NOx control
? Randy Ore of the New York DEC, Division of Al Resources, stated that the CO oxidation control requirement 18 a LAER determinabion (not BACT as kisted in the EPA BACT/LAER Cleannghouse). Al the time of the applicaton, Onondaga county
(the facdity locabon) was o as CO 10/8/98 commurscation
? Roger Fitteriing of the Pennsyhane DER Bureau of Ar Quaitly stated that the decision 10 nstall SCR was made by the facikty 1o avord New Source Review No top-down BACT analysis was perfol 81198

* Xsmoyn Sun of the Pennsyivana DER Buresu of Arr Quaiity stated that the decision (0 fequire omdabion catalys! was not based on BACT  State regulations/pokcy required this level of control  The company has since cancelled this progect
10/6/98 communication

NOx DETERMINATION
CO DETERMINATION

m NON-BACT Determination

Dry Low NOx (DUN) Determination

Water or Steam Injection Determination

Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) Determination
CO Omcation Catatyst Determination

Page 4



Call Summary

=

AIR SCIENCES INC.

Date Time Contac: Company Name Initial Subject
S ettt S STAN ORI FWES o AT E R L A STRATIP A T WA S e DA, ek BT L ST T AL O L e e T e s
. 10/8/98 T ATI s e B e et ——
7:09 AM  Ore, Rancy New York DEC, Division KSL Project Orange Asscciates (NY-

(518) 457-7383 of Air Resources 0c30)

Randy Ore statec that Project Orange Asscciates was required to install CO oxidation catalyst on the LMS0GCO to meet LAER

1990 and during the processing of the permit applicaticn, the area (Oncndaga County) was designated as non-attainment f 'C’g‘er
It has since been re-cesignated to CO attanment. This facility has been constructed and is operating. The facility has ncxor '
requested that the CO oxidation cataiyst requirement be remaoved in light of the new attainment status.

Project #77-11-3

Page 1 of i

Thursday, October 08, 1998




Call Summary

AJR SCIENCES INC.

Date Time Contac Caompany Name Inttial Subject
o v et S LA A D PINRALL Y S S e N LT P, % W T S STV L S TR © T W TS W e b T -
10/5/98‘ TRADA LD i W e s s —
10°2¢ AM  Sun, Xiacymn Pennsylvarma OER, KSL Slue Mountain Power
~ i 8ureau of Air Quality
(610) 8325241 Conuol

The NOx and VCC conirols for Slue Mountain Power are LAZR determinations, The CO oxidation catalysi was not a BACT
ceterrminaticn. State reguiations and palicy required this tevel of control. The company has informed the agency that this projec:

nas been cancelled.

project # 77-11-3

Tuesday, October 06, 1998 Page 1 of 1




Call Summary

AIR SCIENCES INC.

Date Time Contact Company Name Initial Subject
10/1/98 ’ | V B )
3:47PM  Dorsey, Roxanna Minnesata Pollution Conlrol Agency - KSL LSP-Cottage Grove

Air Quality Division
(651) 296-7554

Operation of the Westinghouse S01F (250 MW fired on natural gas w/ oil as a backup) commenced in June 1997. Source test
showed that the 4.5 ppm limit was met. Controls are STIG/SCR. No limit on NH3,

The source is aliowed to operate 8,760 haurs per year with a cap of 1,700 hours per year of oil firing. The 1.25 hours dunng startup
are exempt from the NOx permit limit due to the delay in the SCR reaching the required operating temperature. There is also a
NOx exemption for shutdown.

Tuesday, October 27, 199 Page 1 of 1




Call Summary

AIR SCIENCES INC.

Date Time Contact Caompany Name Initial Subject
| e v 23 e+ gt EAT TG SRl AT W * - TS AP ST VO DI TORAC S . E¥L Y L d " TR e T .
! s LT i T a1 S - Y e € e
1111 PM Welch, Coug Qregon Depanment of KSL Portland General Electric Co. - SCR

(541) 2734621 Environmental Quality

Paortland General Electric Co. operates 2 GE 7 FA's. NOx limited to 4.5 ppm w/ SCR. No limit on hours of oceration. Thereis 3
limit on fuel oil caombustion. Thg cpnsxruc:non permit limits NHJ emissions but the ccerating permit will drop this limit. Rece‘m
source testing snhowed NHJ emissions of 0.27 tb/hr at full load (~C.13 ppm). The plant has been operating far 2-2.5 y.ears

Project # 77-11-3
1:35BM  Correll, Tim Hermistcn Generating Co. KSL SCR System

(541) 534-3300

Hermiston operates 2 GE Frame 7 FA's in combined cycle. They have been operating these units since 1996. Normal cceration is
year raund. NOx permit limit is 4.5 ppm controled by SCR. DLN/SCR '

Project # 77-11-3

Tuesday, October 06, 1998 Page 1 of 1
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AJIR SCIENCES [NC.

RECORD OF COMMUNICATION

WiTH: Rodger Fitterling DATE: 3/11/95
COMPANY: Penn. DER Bureau Of Air Quality proNE No: 610-916-0100
Rzcorpep Br: Daniel Pung £ Pro/Ecr:  Thermo
RoUTETO [NFORMVATION ACTION
KSL X

SUBJECT: BACT Determination for Flestwood Cogeneration Associates

Redger informed me that this was not a top-down BACT determination. The facility waniad
to avoid New Source Review.

The turbine is a GE LM6000 DLN to 25 ppm, and SCR after the duct burmner to 15 ppm.
Nartural Gas Facility

Unknown if facility is operating.

1759068 WEST BayalDd AVENUE
LAKEWOQOOD. coLntann 30218
(31031 098-29060 FAX gRE-IY6N
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SCONOX AND XONON INFORMATION
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AIR SCIENCES INC.

Call Summary

Date Time Contact

Company Name : Initial

Subject

10/23/58

11:59 AM  Cutshaw, Tim

(423) 5712045

—e — . o w —

Goal Line Environmental Technologies KSL

SCONOX

The SCONOX system has been ageraling on an olger GE LM2500 for over a year. A CEMS shows that NOx emussions are 2 opm
and less. All the exhausi gas from the LM2500 1s ireated by the SCONOX sysiem. The first commercial sale of the system was {or

3 5 MW turpine. AB3 15 currently working on 3 SCONOX cesign that can be applied to 100 MW plus units.

Friday, October 23, 1998

Page 1 of 1




Call Summary

AJR SCIENCES INC.

Date Time Contact Company Name Initial Subject

T § T A SIPALTEE 6§ WL T TR TR SN ek e A T I ot £ P R A I SR CVRL 447 TIALIAL T, Y e, £ T e v L7 7 MTS o VIR, ST U P W Ll .2 S 3% 2

10/23/98

- ——

10:25 AM  Xavier, Macelemne Catalysica. Inc. KSL XONON
(650) 540-8384

The XONON technolegy has under gone a 1200 hour test an a 1.5 MW Kawasaki gas turbine. This turbine has been moved 1o ine
Gianera Genarating Station of Silicon Power (near Santa Clara, CA) for more testing. Itis planned to run the unit for 80G0 hours.

— ———— ——

Friday, October 23, 1998 Page 1 of 1
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ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES

NI -

Catalysts for Power Generation:

CO and NOx catalysts, which are at the heart of poliution-free energy

& Table of generation, are available from Goal Line as a CO control system only
7 Contents (ADCAT CO) or as a completely integrated one siage system for
controlling both CO and NOx emissions (SCONOx).
> What's New -
The SCONOx System:

CO and NOx Reduction for Natural Gas Fired Power Plants

2
-y
]
)
]
[+

‘-] The SCONOx system was first developed in a

| laboratory reactor and then at a pilot scale test
_|line before being proven on a full scale power

“Zlplant firing a GE LM2500 gas turbine. Tests

(3) Welcome

0

[V
[r=1

©

Agency have shown NOx emissions of 1.0 ppm
4 in full scale operation. The lziest full scale
installations have shown that NOx levels less

gl than 1 ppm can be achieved with essentially

1 100% destruction of CO.

3} The Products

@) Brochures

The SCONOx system is based on proven, proprietary catalytic
oxidation and absorption technology and has been shown to be
resistant to poisoning and masking by gas turbine exhaust
components. Additional research on liquid and coal fuel combustion
is currently in progress.

EJ

@ Shows and
Conferences

z .
5 o
)
2

6} More Info The SCONOx system uses no ammonia and raguires that no

" hazardous materials be brought on site. Consequeantly, the SCONOx
system does not have any problems involving ammonia slip, which
occurs when ammonia injected in the exnaust gas in an SCR system
passes through the system without reacting with NOx.

The SCONOXx system is ideal for either new or retrofit applications
because of the wide range of temperaturas (280°F - 700°F) over
which the sysiam can op=sraie. The lower end of this range is
especially atiractive ior olznt retrofits, as the SCONOx system can te
installed downsirzsam of most Heat Recovery Stzam Generators near
the exhaust stack. eliminziing the need ior cosily boiler iube
relocation.

1997 SCONOX™ Charts and Graphs:
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Back 1o Top

ADCAT CO:

Carbon Monoxide Oxidation Catalyst for Power Generation

Carbon monoxide catalysts, as stand alone products, are becoming
more prominent in the power generation industry. In applications
where NOx control for power generation can be achieved by water or
steam injection alone, CO catalysts often become necessary due to
the elevated levels of CO which are inevitable with
hydroaugmentation. Goal Line has installed ADCAT CO catalyst
systems on natural gas fired power plants in the Los Angeles area,
with typical CO destruction of well over $5%.

Services

Goal Line Environmental Technologies has developed an extensive
capability and technology base for the development and
manufacturing of catalysts and catalytic systems. We also provide
retrofit design services and consulting for industrial and power
facilities o meet your environmental requirements. For more
information on how Goal Line can help you with your emission control
needs, please iill out the More Information form.

Goal Line Environmental Technologies

Western Region Office Eastern Region Ofhce
P.O. Box 38324 11141 Outlet Drive
2043 East Vernon Avenue Knoxville, TN 37932
Los Angeles, CA 90058
Phone: (213) 233 -2224 Phone: (423) 671-4043
Fax: {213) 233-7428 Fax: (423) 671-4047

,I
— —
d> kharrisd eler.con

Wiite to US: ~awem

Send mail io ioerslson/@alet.com with questions or commenis about this
web site.
Coprright © 1997 Goal Line Environmenial Technologies
Back to Ton




L 4 XONON
Catalytica Background Information and Technical Papers
* Combnstion Systems

XONON XQNON is a new way 1o carry out combustion that prevents the formation of NOx
while achieving low CO and UHC levels. XONON is a catalytic system, which is

News & Events flameless, that limits the temperature in the combustor below the temperature where
NOx is created.

About XONON

Backeround The XONON sysiem 1s totally contained within the combustor of the gas turbine.

Advantages . .
Commercialization Because it prevents the formation of NOXx, rather than cleaning up NOx after it is

& Testing Results  produced, no expensive add-on recovery systems (e.g. Selective Catalytic Reduction
systems) are required.

Regulations tain Foel
Resources XCNON
s5co °F Unsat

NOx Control
Opuons

Pretumer Fuet

880 “F

How to contact us Al e Exhaust HO
3 pom

Compressor Crnrve
Turtine

The XONON Combustion System consists of four sections:

1. The preburner for start-up, acceleration of the engine and adjusting catalyst inlet

temperarure if required.

The fuel injection and fuel-air mixing system that achieves a uniform fuel-air

mixture to the catalyst.

The XONON flameless catalyst module, where a portion of the fuel is combusted

flamelessly without creating any NOx because it keeps the temperature below

that at which NOx will form.

4. The burnout zone, where the remainder of the fuel is combusted and CO and
unburned hydrocarbons are burned out. This process also is flameless. Other
technologies lower NOx but CO goes up.

~

(W9

Partial combustion of fuel occurs in the catalyst module followed by completion of the
combustion process downstream of the catalyst. The XONON catalyst produces no

NOx.

The catalyvst has a chemical thermostat that limits the temperature within the catalyst
module. This allows the use of a metal substrate rather than a ceramic substrate, which
is one of the primary advantages of XONON. This chemical thermostat is the ongin of
the many advantages of the XONON technology.

Recent Published Papers:

Please email us at mxavier@myv.catalviica-inc.com to request any of the following
technical papers:

- Low Emissions Combustion Svstem for the Allison ATS, co-authored by Allison
Engine Company and CCSI




Single-Digit Emission in a Full Scale Catalvtic Combustor, co-authored by GE,
Tokyo Electric Power Co. and CCSI
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XONON

Operational and Economic Advantages

xo NON Operational Advantages:

News & Events

About XONON
Background
Advantages
Commercialization

& Testing Results

Regulations
Resources

NOx Control
Options

How to contact us

Virwal elimination of air pollution emissions from gas turbines:
NOx <5 ppm

Carbon monoxide and unbumned hydrocarbons < 10 ppm

Ultra low engine dynamics (vibration and noise) < 0.41 psi

No impact on engine performance

Improved pattern factor

Significant
Economic Advantage

\;

°
XONON

Seenm:

naction
Lean
Pre-mix

Relative Net Cost

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Controlled NOx Level (ppm)

Economic Benefits:

Reduces Emission Offset Requirements. Under federal regulations, the net
emission impact for a new project must be offset by reducing emissions at other
facilities. An effective NOx control technology reduces offset requirements by
reducing the net increase in emissions for a power project.

Generates Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs), which are credits allocated by
state and federal regulatory agencies to utilities for emission reductions that
exceed those required by regulation.

Avoids Title V Costs. Title V of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 is a
facility wide permit required when a facility exceeds the emission threshold for
the area. Obtaining Title V can be very time-consuming and expensive. [f a
facility retrofits with emission controls before the initial permit application is
due, Title V may be avoided.

Save Capital and Operational Costs. In addition to wet or dry-low NOx control
systems, many gas turbine applications require a selective catalytic reduction
svstem (SCR) to further control emissions. With XONON, it is possible to
achieve the required emission levels without the expense and operational issues
associated with SCR.

Faster and Simpler Permitting. Selecting the most effective NOx emission
control technology will shorten the permit timetable for a new or retrofined
power facility.
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- Escape "Ratcheting.” Owners/operators are having to continually retrofit
existing equipment to achieve increasingly lower NOx emissions standards.
Because the ultra-low NOx emissions achieved by XONON are expected to meet
any future regulatory requirements, owners/operators have to retrofit only once.

- No Adverse Environmental Impacts. Most environmental control technologies
have some other adverse environmental effects that often call for expensive
mitigation measures, monitoring and reporting requirements. XONON does not
result in any known adverse environmental impacts.
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@ XONON
Catalytica Commercialization
Combusdan Syswems

XONON Development of the XONON Combustion System began with laboratory tests on
small-scale catalysts at atmospheric pressure. Since then, single-digit emissions

News & Events performance at pressures as high as 28 atmospheres (atm) and combustor outlet
temperatures above 1300°C (2730°F) have been achieved. XONON combustors as

About XONON  Jarge as 20 inches in diameter have been operated successfully in manufacturing test

Backeround facilities. Most recently, XONON technology has been demonstrated on an operating

Advaniaves turbine--a 1.5 MW Kawasaki M1A-13A machine.

Commercialization

& Testing Resulis Technology Results

Reaulations » Emissions
Resources « Dynamics

» Performance
NOx Control . Controls
Options - System Life

How to contact us Qperations Overview

a Kawasaki M1A-13A engine

« Power Output
+ Starting/Shutdown
- Loading/Unloading

Vibration Results

« General Electric Results
» Kawasaki Results

Improving Pattern Factor
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Combnsdon Systems

XONON

News & Events

About XONON
Background
Advantages
Commercialization

& Testine Results

Rewvulations
Resources

NOx Control
Options

How to contact us

NOx Control Options

The high temperatures produced inside a gas turbine engine cause oxygen and nitrogen
to combine, producing NOx. Standard diffusion flame combustion turbines produce

upwards of 150 ppm of NOx, levels that are not permissible under today’s federal and
state regulations. A variety of NOx control technologies have been in use during the last
20 years:

Drv Coatrol

Drv control refers to operating the turbine under "lean” conditions. or conditions where
there is more air in the primary combustion zone than is necessary to bumn all the fuel.
This lowers the peak temperature and reduces NOx formation. Dry controls reduced
NOx by only 10 to 20 percent.

Wet Coatrols

To further reduce NOXx turbine manufacturers developed wet controls. These inject
water or steam into the primary combustion zone with the fuel. Water or steam reduces
peak flame temperature to reduce NOx formation. Water and steam increase power
output but also increase maintenance costs. Water i m)ecnon also greatly increases fuel
consumption. These technologies can result in an increase in CO and UHC of greater

than 50 ppm.

Lean Premixed Technology

The use of air as a way to reduce flame temperature was the next development. Fuel and
air are premixed before they enter the combustor. Most industry gas turbine
manufacturers today have programs to develop these lean premix combustion systems.
Most guarantee NOx reductions to 25 to 42 ppm. A few have guaranteed lower levels,
but some are experiencing problems with combustion noise, vibration and deterioration.
Lean premix also can substantially increase CO and UHC to greater than 50 ppm.

Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR)

In Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR), NOx reacts with an injected reducing agent,
usually ammonia, on the surface of a catalyst. SCR typically reduces, by 80 percent, the
level of NOx entering the catalytic-unit. SCRs have been used successfully with gas
turbines for several years. They are relatively expensive because they require a boiler or
other heat recovery device in addition to ammonia recovery systems.

SCR also uses toxic metals in the catalyst. When the catalyst deteriorates and requires
replacement, the spent catalyst is considered a toxic waste.

Catalytic Combustion

Catalytic combustion has been investigated for a number of years for NOx control.
The flameless combustion system works by having the fuel and air react on a catalytic
surface. XONONT is the first catalytic combustion system proven to achieve 3 ppm
NOx and maintain optimum operating conditions in the turbine.
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XONON

News & Events

About XONON
Backeround
Advantages
Comumnercialization

& Testuine Results

Reculations
Resources

NOx Control
Options

How to contact us

How to Contact us

For business questions, contact:
Joe Cussen, Director of Marketing, (650) 940-6393

For brochures on XONON, contact:
Madeleine Xavier, Marketing Communications Manager, (650) 940-6364

For questions about regulations, contact:
Chuck Solt, Director of Regulatory Affairs, (916) 729-5004
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PROJECT TITLE:; 8Y:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: QOF: SHEET:
77-11-3 1 8 2
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
LM6000 - NOx CTRL COST November 23, 1998

I. CONTROL COST PER TON OF NOx REMOVED (PER LM6000)

Uncontrolled and NSPS (Emission Calculations)

Uncontrolied Max. Hourly NSPS - STD = 0.0075 (14.4)/Y + F
ppm*® Ib/he hriyr ton/yr Heat rate (Y) = 8,560 Btu/KW-hr
LMB000 NOx Emissions 290 406 4,380 889.1 1.054 kJ/Btu
*ppmvd corrected to 15% O2. 9.024 kJW-hr
ib/MMBty MMBtu/yr ton/yr F= 0
Ouct firing 0.09 100,000 4.50 STD = 0.01197 % by vol.
119.7 ppm*

Total Uncontrolled Emissions 893.6
Total NSPS Emissions 3715

Steam/Water Injection (Emission Calculations)

Annual
Max. Hourly |Average| Annual Total
oom® tofhr /e | hoye  tontyr
LM6000 NOx Emissions 25 34 30 | 4,380 65.7
*ppmvd corrected to 15% 02.
/MMBly  MMBtufys tonfye
Duct firing 0.09 100,000 4.50
Total Emissions 70.2
DLN (Emission Calculations)
Hourly
pom° [ETY: heivr  tonfye
LMB000 NOx Emissions 25 34 4,380 74.5
*ppmvd corrected to 15% O2.
lb/MMBty MMBtufyt ton/ye
Duct firing 0.09 100,000 4.50

Total Emissions 79.0

Steam/Water to 25 ppm + SCR to 6 and 3.5 ppmvd @ 15% 02 (Emission Calculations)

Turbine Emissions Turbine Emissions
Duct Firing Normal Operation Startups (Pre-SCR Ctrl.) Annual Total
SCRCtd tonfyr | pom®  Ib/he  heye | gem®  lothe bevr™ | hove  tonive
LM6000/D8 NOx Emis. 76% 1.08 6 8.16 4172 25 34 208 4,380 216
LM6000/DB NOx Emis. 86% 0.63 35 476 4,172 25 34 208 4,380 141

*ppmvd comrected to 15% O  **40 min/startup * 6 startups/wk * 52 wiyr,
(Estimated time for catalyst to reach the required
operating temp.}

Cost of Controls
Total Average Incremental
NOx NOx Annual Cost Cost

Emissions Reductio Cost Effectiveness Effectiveness
Control System {ton/y))  (loniyr) (Styn) (Slton) {5/t00)
SteamAWater Injection + SCR to 3.5 pp 14.1 879.5 3 980,746 $ 1,115 $ 14,785
Steam/Water Injection + SCR to 6 ppm 216 8720 S 869,861 S 998 S 11,073
Steamy/Water Injection only 70.2 8234 S 1,713 S 403 S 403
OLN only 79.0 8146 $ 584,843 $ 718 § 718
NSPS 371.5 522.1 - - -
Uncontrolled 883.6 - - - -

\Emis_BACT2.xls




COST DESCRIPTION 6 ppm

PROJECT TITLE: BY:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-11-3 2 6 2
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
LMB000 - NOx CTRL COST November 23, 1938
1. SCR ANNUALIZED COST (PER LM6E000)
COST (8)

3.5 ppm REFERENCE

DIRECT CAPITAL COST (PURCHASE)

1 Basic SCR system 1o control NOx to 6/3.5 ppmvd @ 15% O2 including: $ 582,500 S 737,500 avg. of (1) and (3) quotes
13 SCR catalyst, modularized as required, extruded titania/vanadia type Incl. Inci,
1b SCR housing, internally insulated with SS liner & internal supports Incl. Incl,
1c Inlet & outlet transitions, internally insulated with SS liner Incl. Incl.
1d Ammonia injection grid assembly, SS construction Incl. Inct.
1e Aqueous ammonia flow control skid with electric vaporizer Incl. Incl.
2 Continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) including: 145,000 145,000 (1)
2a NOx analyzer (2 probes) Incl. Incl.
2b 02 analyzer Incl. Incl.
2c Sample conditioning system Incl. Incl,
2d Extractive sample probes with heat traced sample lines Incl. Inci.
2e Climate controiled cabinet (outside) Incl. Inci.
2f Data acquisition system with EPA reporting software Incl. incl.
3 Aqueous ammonia storage tank, doubled walled CS/SS, with accessori 39,000 39,000 (1)
One tank to serve 3 to 4 LMB00O turbines (cost shown on a per unit basis)
Equipment Cost Subtotal 3 766,500 S 921,500
4 Freight and taxes 8% of equipment cost S 61,320 S 73,720 (2)
Direct Capital Cost (Purchase) Subtotal $ 827,820 $ 995,220
DIRECT CAPITAL COSTS (INSTALLATION)
i Foundations and supports 12% of total purchase cost S 99,338 § 119,426 (1) and (2)
2 Erection and handling 28% of total purchase cost 231,790 278,662 (1) and (2)
3 Electrical 8% of total purchase cost 66,226 79.618 (1) and (2)
4 Piping 6% of total purchase cost 49,669 59,713 (1) and (2)
5 Insulation 1% of total purchase cost . 8,278 9,952 (1) and (2)
6 Painting 1% of total purchase cost 8,278 9,952 (1) and (2)
Direct Capital Cost (Installation) Subtotal $ 463,579 § 557,323
INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS (INSTALLATION)
1a In-house eng. & supervision 10% of tota! purchase cost $ 82,782 § 99,522 (1) and (2)
1b Vender CEMS and SCR supervision 17,000 17,000 (1)
2 Construction and field 15% of total purchase cost 124,173 149,283 (1) and (2)
3 Construction fee 10% of total purchase cost 82,782 99,522 (1) and (2)
4 Startup 2% of total purchase cost 16,556 19,804 (1) and (2)
5 Performance test 1% of total purchase cost 8,278 9,952 (1) and (2)
6 Contingency 15% of total purchase cost 124,173 149,283 (1) and (2)
Indirect Capital Cost (Installation) Subtotal $ 455,745 3§ 544,467
ENVIRONMENTAL RELATED COSTS
1 Development of a risk management ptan (112r of 1990 CAAA) for the ammonia tanks:
1a Consulting fees (per unit) S 7,500 S 7.500 (&)
ib Management and review cost (per unit) 1,667 1,667 (4)
Environmental Costs Subtotal $ 9,167 § 9,167
TOTAL CAPITAL COST $ 1,756,310 $ 2,106,176
FOOTNOTED REFERENCES

(1) Gerarg A. Sczudlo, CEMS and NOx/CO Catalyst consultant, September/October 1998 cost estimate.
(2) Chemical Engineering, "Parnt N: Factors for estimating capital and operating costs,” November 3, 1980.

(3) Eric Sims, Deltak, September 1998 quote.
(4) Kevin Lewis, Air Sciences inc., September 1998 estimate.

\Emis_BACT2.xis 2




Ammonia requirement

0.54 ton NHyton NO,  avg. of (1) and (3) quotes

AQueous ammonia conc. 25% NH, avg. of (1) and (3) quotes
Aqueous ammonia cost 1 220 fon avg. of (1) and (3) quotes
SCR SCR
6 ppm 3.5 ppm
Agueous ammonia usage 1049 121.2 tonlyr
FOOTNOTED REFERENCES

PROJECT TITLE: ar:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-11-3 3 6 2
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE
LM6000 - NOx CTRL COST November 23, 1998
iIl. SCR ANNUALIZED COST (PER LM6000) - CONTINUED
COST ($)
COST DESCRIPTION 6 ppm 3.5 ppm REFERENCE
DIRECT OPERATING COST
1 Maintenance labor 22 Sihr 0.5 hrishift 548 hriyr 12045 § 12,045 (2)
2 Operating labor 22 $/hr 1.0 heishit 1,095 hriyr 24,090 24090 (2)
3 Supervisor Labor 15% of operating labor cost 3614 36814 (2)
4 Process safety training 22 Sinr 59 helyr 1,291 1,291 (5
5 Catalyst replacement labor 22 Sihr 120 hridyrs 880 880 (1)
Labor Cost Subtotal 41919 § 41,919
6 CEMS spare parts, annual maintenance spare parts 5000 $ 5,000 (1)
7 Ammonia system spare parts, annual maintenance spare pans 4,000 4,000 (1)
8a Aguecus ammonia usage (6 ppm) s 220 fMon 104.9 ton/yr 23,077 -  See below calcs.
8b Aquecus ammonia usage (3.5ppm) $ 220 fMon 121.2 tonlyr - 26,661 See below caics.
9a Catalyst replacement (6 ppm) $195,100 replacement every 3 years 65,033 - avg. of (1) and (3) quotes
9b Catalyst replacement (3.5 ppm) $304.200 replacement every 3 years - 101,400 avg. of (1) and (3) quotes
10 Cat. replacement onsite supervision § 7,500 replacement every 3 years 2,500 2.500 (1)
11 Catalyst disposal fee $ 21,000 replacement every 3 years 7.000 7,000 (1)
Direct Operating Cost Subtotal 148,529 § 188,480 per year per unit
INDIRECT OPERATING COST
1 Overhead 80% of labor cost 358 § 33535 (2)
2 Property tax 1% of total capital cost 17,563 21,062 (2)
3 Insurance 1% of total capital cost 17,563 21,062 (2)
4 Administration 2% of total capital cost 35,126 42124 (2)
5 Capital Recovers 16.27% of total capital cost 285,831 342,771 (4)
Indirect Operating Cost Subtotal 389,619 § 460,553 per year per untt
TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATING COST 538,148 § 649,033
Aqueous Ammonia Usage Calculation
H20 SCR SCR
I, Only Sppm  3Spom
NOx (ton/yr) 70.2 216 141 See Section | for emission calculation.
NOx removed (ton/yr) 486 §6.1  See Section | for emission calculation.

(3) Eric Sims, Deitak, September 1998 quote

(1) Gerard A. Sczudlo, CEMS and NOx/CO Catalyst consultant, September/October 1998 cost estimate.
(2) Chemical Engineering, "Part |1 Factors for estimating capital and operating costs,” November 3, 1580

(4) Annualization factor = [i(1+i)") / [(1+0)" - 1], where i = interest rate (10%), n = depreciable life (10 years)
(5) Per unit estimate of process safety training (22 employees * 16 hr/yr / 6 units).
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PROJECT TITLE: 8Y:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-11-3 4 6 2
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
LMB000 - NOx CTRL COST November 23, 1998

. STEAM/WATER INJECTION ANNUALIZED COST (PER LM6000)

COST ($)
COST DESCRIPTION 25 ppm REFERENCE
DIRECT CAPITAL COST (PURCHASE)
1 Basic Equipment 3 200,000 (1)
2 Instrument and controls 10% of equipment cost $ 20,000 (2)
3 Freight and taxes 8% of equipment cost S 16,000 (2)
Direct Capital Cost (Purchase) Subtotal $ 236,000
DIRECT CAPITAL COSTS (INSTALLATION)
1 Foundations and supports 1% of total purchase cost 3 2,360 Estimate
2 Erection and handling 1% of total purchase cost 2,360 Estimate
3 Electrical 1% of total purchase cost 2,360 (2)
4 Piping 5% of total purchase cost 11,800 (2)
S Insulation 3% of total purchase cost 7,080 (2)
6 Painting 1% of total purchase cost 2.360 (2)
Direct Capital Cost (Installation) Subtotal § 28,320
INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS (INSTALLATION)
i In-house eng. & supervision 10% of total purchase cost $ 23,600 (2)
2 Construction and field 10% of total purchase cost 23,600 (2)
3 Construction fee 10% of total purchase cost 23,600 (2)
4 Startup 1% of total purchase cost 2,360 (2)
5 Performance test 1% of total purchase cost 2,360 (2)
6 Contingency 3% of total purchase cost 7,080 (2)
Indirect Capital Cost (Installation) Subtotal $ 82,600
TOTAL CAPITAL COST $ 346,920

FOOTNOTED REFERENCES

(1) Larry Stoddard, IPP consultant, September 1998.
(2) Chemical Engineering, "Part Il: Factors for estimating capital and operating costs," November 3, 1980.
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Water Treatment Costs
Water acquisition

Raw water
Water treatment

FOOTNOTED REFERENCES

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATING COST

$ 1,800 /acre-ft
S 0.30 /1.000 gallons
S 5.00 /1,000 gailons

$ 5.52 /1000 gailon

PROJECT NTLE: BY:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-11-3 5 ] 2
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
LMB000 - NOx CTRL COST November 23, 1998
. STEAM/WATER INJECTION ANNUALIZED COST (PER LM6000) - CONTINUED
COST (8)
COST DESCRIPTION 25 ppm REFERENCE
DIRECT OPERATING COST
1 Maintenance labor 22 $/hre 750 hrlyr S 16,500 (1)
2 Operating labor 22 $ihe 1000 hrlyr 22,000 (1)
3 Supervisor Labor 15% of maintenance & operating labor cost 5775 (2)
Labor Cost Subtotal $ 44275
4 Maintenance materials 100% of maintenance labor S 16,500
5 SteamvWater injection 27,000 ib/hr Manufacturer's performance data.
S5a Water treatment 14,171 kgallyr  $ 5.00 /kgal $ 70.857 iblyr H20 7 8.345 Ib/gal * hrlyr.
S5b Raw water acquisition 16,196 kgallyr 3 5.52 /kgal 89,466 Treatment efficiency of 87.5%.
Sc Raw water 16,196 kgallyr $ 0.30 /kga! 4,859 Treatment efficiency of 87.5%.
Direct Operating Cost Subtotal $§ 225,957 per year per unit
INDIRECT OPERATING COST
1 Overhead 80% of labor cost 3 35,420 (2)
2 Property tax 1% of total capital cost 3,469 (2)
3 Insurance 1% of total capital cost 3,469 (2)
4 Administration 2% of total capital cost 6,938 (2)
5 Capital Recovers 16.27% of total capital cost 56,460 (3)
Indirect Operating Cost Subtotal § 105,756 per year per unit
$ 331,713

(1) Larry Stoddard, 1PP consultant, September 1998.
(2) Chemicat Engineering, "Part II: Factors for estimating capital and operating costs,” November 3, 1980.

(3) Annualization factor = (i(1+i)"} / {{(1+))" - 1), where i = interest rate (10%), n = depreciable life (10 years)
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FOOTNOTED REFERENCES

PROJECT MITLE: ay:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SMEET:
77-11-3 8 <] 2
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: oaTE:
LM6000 - NOx CTRL COST November 23, 1998
IV. DLN ANNUALIZED COST (PER LM6000)
COST (%)
COST DESCRIPTION 25 ppm REFERENCE
DIRECT CAPITAL COST (PURCHASE)
1 Basic Equipment S 1,500,000 (1)
2 Instrument and controls 10% of equipment cost S 150,000 (2)
3 Freight and taxes 3% of equipment cost S 120,000 (2)
Direct Capital Cost (Purchase) Subtotal § 1,770,000
INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS (INSTALLATION)
i In-house eng. & supervision 10% of total purchase cost S 177,000 (2)
2 Startup 1% of total purchase cost 17,700 (2)
3 Performance test 1% of total purchase cost 17,700 (2)
4 Contingency 3% of total purchase cost 53,100 (2)
Indirect Capital Cost (Installation) Subtotal § 265,500
TOTAL CAPITAL COST $ 2,035500
DIRECT OPERATING COST
1 Maintenance labor 22 Shr 500 hriyr S 11,000 (%)
2 Operating labor 22 Sihr 250 hriyr 5,500 (1)
3 Supervisor Labor 15% of maintenance & operating labor cost 2.475 (2)
Labor Cost Subtotal $ 18,975
4 Maintenance materials 100% of maintenance labor S 11,000
5a Addition DLN overhaul cost $ 520,000 /6 years 86,667 (4)
5b Addition DLN overhaul cost $ 121,000 /3 years 40,333 (4)
Direct Operating Cost Subtotal § 156,975 per year per unit
INDIRECT OPERATING COST
1 Overhead 80% of labor cost S 15,180 (2)
2 Property tax 1% of total capital cost 20,355 (2)
3 Insurance 1% of total capital cost 20,355 (2)
4 Administration 2% of total capitat cost 40,710 (2)
5 Capital Recovers 16.27% of tota! capital cost 331,268 (3)
Indirect Operating Cost Subtotal § 427,868 per year per unit
TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATING COST $ 584,843

(1) Larry Stoddard, IPP consultant, September 1998,
(2) Chemical Engineering, “Part iI; Factors for estimating capital and operaling costs,” November 3, 1980.

(3) Annualization factor = [i(1+i)"] / [(1+)" - 1}, where i = interest rate (10%). n = depreciable life (10 years)
(4) September 29, 1998, fax from Larry Stoddard to Kevin Lewis.
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PROJECT TITLE:; 8y:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-11-3 1 3 3
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
FRAME 7 FA - NOx CTRL COST November 23, 1998

I. CONTROL COST PER TON OF NOx REMOVED (FRAME 7 FA)
NSPS (Emission Calculations)

NSPS - STD = 0.0075 (14.4)/Y + F

Heat rate (Y) = §,440 Blu/KW-hr
1.054 kJ/Btu
9.951 kJ/W-hr
F= 0
STD = 0.010853 % by vol.
108.5 ppm*

Total NSPS Emissions 3116.2 tonlyr

DUN to 9 ppmvd @ 15% 02 (Emission Calculations)

Annual Average | Annual Total
ppm’ Ibfhe hetve  tonlye
Frame 7 FA NOx Emissions 9 59 8,760 258.4

*ppmvd corrected to 15% O2.

Total Emissions 253.4

DLN to 3 ppm + SCR to 3.5 ppmvd @ 15% 02 (Emission Calculations)

Turbine - Normal Operation |  Annual Total
eom:® lb/hr befye hoye  tonfyr
Frame 7 FA and duct burner emissions 5 229 8,760 | 8,760 100.5
*ppmvd corrected to 15% O2.
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COST DESCRIPTION

DIRECT CAPITAL COST (PURCHASE)
1 Basic SCR system to control NOx to 3.5 ppmvd @ 15% O2 including:
1a SCR catalyst, modularized as required, extruded titania/vanadia type
1b SCR housing, internally insulated with SS liner 8 internal supports
1c Inlet & outlet transitions, internally insulated with SS liner
1d Ammonia injection grid assembly, SS construction
1e Aqueous ammonia flow control skid with electric vaparizer
2 Continuous emissions monitoring system (CEMS) including:
2a NOx analyzer (2 probes)
2b 02 analyzer
2¢ Sample conditioning system
2d Extractive sample probes with heat traced sample lines
2e Climate controlled cabinet (outside)
2f Data acquisition system with EPA reporting software
3 Aqueous ammonia storage tank, doubled walled CS/SS, with accessories
One tank to serve 1 or 2 FA turbines (cost shown on a per unit basis)
Equipment Cost Subtotal
8% of equipment cost
Direct Capital Cost (Purchase) Subtotal

4 Freight and taxes

DIRECT CAPITAL COSTS (INSTALLATION)
1 Foundations and suppoits 12% of total purchase cost
2 Erection and handling 28% of total purchase cost

3 Electrical 8% of total purchase cost
4 Piping 6% of total purchase cost
5 insulation 1% of total purchase cost
6 Painting 1% of total purchase cost

Direct Capital Cost (Installation) Subtotal

INDIRECT CAPITAL COSTS (INSTALLATION)
1a In-house eng. & supervision 10% of total purchase cost
1b Vender CEMS and SCR supervision
2 Construction and field 15% of total purchase cost

3 Construction fee 10% of total purchase cost
4 Stantup 2% of total purchase cost
5 Performance test 1% of total purchase cost
6 Contingency : 15% of total purchase cost

Indirect Capital Cost (Installation) Subtotal

ENVIRONMENTAL RELATED COSTS
1 Development of a risk management plan (112r of 1990 CAAA) for the ammonia tanks:

1a Consulting fees

1b Management and review cost
Environmental Costs Subtotal

TOTAL CAPITAL COST

FOOTNOTED REFERENCES

PROJECT TITLE: BY:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-11-3 2 3 3
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
FRAME 7 FA - NOx CTRL COST November 23, 1998
Il. SCR ANNUALIZED COST (Frame 7 FA)
COST ($)

3.5 ppm REFERENCE

(7]

1,150,000 (1)
Incl.
Inct.
Incl.
Incl.
Inct.
145,000 (1)
Incl.
Incl.
Inct.
Incl.
Incl.
incl.
115,000 (1)

1,410,000
112,300 (2)

1,522,800

182,736 (1) and (2)
426,384 (1) and (2)
121,824 (1) and (2)
91,368 (1) and (2)
15,228 (1) and (2)
15,228 (1) and (2)
852,768

152,280 (1) and (2)
17,500 (1)
228,420 (1) and (2)
152,280 (1) and (2)
30,456 (1) and (2)
15,228 (1) and (2)
228,420 (1) and (2)
824,584

30,000 (4)

10.000 (4)

40,000

3,240,152

(1) Gerard A. Sczudlo, CEMS and NOx/CO Catalyst consultant, September/October 1998 cost estimate.
(2) Chemical Engineering, "Part ll: Factors for estimating capital and operating costs,” November 3, 1980.

(3) Kevin Lewis, Air Sciences Inc., September 1998 estimate.
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PROJECT TITLE: BY:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: OF: SHEET:
77-11-3 3 3 3
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
FRAME 7 FA - NOx CTRL COST November 23, 1998

1II. SCR ANNUALIZED COST (Frame 7 FA) - CONTINUED

REFERENCE

Aqueous Ammonia Usage Calculation

DLN

Qnly
NOx (ton/yr) 258.4
NOx removed (ton/yr)

Ammonia requirement
Agueous ammonia conc.
Agqueocus ammonia cost

Aqueous ammonia usage

FOOTNOTED REFERENCES

SCR
3.5 0pm

100.5 See Section ) for emission calculation.
157.9 See Section | for emission calculation.

0.54 ton NHyton NO, (1)

25% NH, (1
$ 220 /ton Q)
SCR
.5 pom
341.1 tonfyr

COST ($)
COST DESCRIPTION 3.5 ppm
DIRECT OPERATING COST
1 Maintenance labor 22 $ihr 0.5 hr/shift 548 hrlyr $ 12,045
2 Operating labor 22 Sihr 1.0 hr/shift 1,095 hrlyr 24,090
3 Supervisor Labor 15% of operating labor cost 3.614
4 Process safety training 22 $ihr 352 hrlyr 7,744
5 Catalyst replacement labor 22 $/hr 120 hr/3yrs 880
Labor Cost Subtotal S 48,373
6 CEMS spare parts, annual maintenance spare parts S 5,000
7 Ammonia system spare parts, annual maintenance spare parts 54,000
8b Aqueous ammonia usage (3.5 ppm) $ 220 /ton 341.1 tontyr 75,045
gb Catalyst replacement (3.5 ppm) $ 474,000 replacement every 3 years 158,000
10 Cat. replacement onsite supervision s - replacement every 3 years 2,500
11 Catalyst disposal fee S - replacement every 3 years 12,000
Direct Operating Cost Subtotal $ 354,918
INDIRECT OPERATING COST
1 Overhead 80% of labor cost S 38,698
2 Property tax 1% of total capital cost 32,402
3 Insurance 1% of total capital cost 32,402
4 Administration 2% of total capital cost 64,803
5 Capital Recovers 16.27% of total capital cost 527.320
Indirect Operating Cost Subtotal s 695,624
TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATING COST $ 1,050,542

)]
(M
(2)
4
Q)

(n
M

See below caics.

)
M
m

per year per unit

@
&)
(2
(2)
(3

per year per unit

(4) Process safety training (22 employees *

(1) Gerard A. Sczudlo, CEMS and NOCO Calalyst consultant, September/October 1998 cost estimate.
(2) Chemical Engineering, "Part Il: Factors for estimating capital and operating costs,” November 3, 1980.
(3) Annualization factor = GO+ [ +)" - 1], where i = interest rate (10%), n = depreciable life (10 years)

16 hriyr).
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PROJECT TITLE: ay:
Air Sciences Inc. KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: |OF: SHEET:
77-11-3 1 1 a4
ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS SUBJECT: DATE:
RELATIVE COST OF SCR November 23, 1998

1. SCR (to 3.5 PPM) CONTROL COST PER TYPE OF CT

Hours SCR COST
of Oper. Capital Operating
Unit (he/yn) (5] (Sivn)
LM6000 (intermittent oper.) 4380 $2,106,176 $§ 306,262
LMB000 {continuous oper.) 8,760 $ 2,106,176 $ 332,323

Frame 7 FA (continuous oper.) 8,760 $ 3,240,152 $§ 523,222

Combined Cycle
Annualized Output
(Siyn) (MW)  (MW-heiyr)

S 649,033 48 210,240
S 675,694 48 420,480

$1,050.542 233 2,041,080

Relative Percent
Control Cost  Cost
(S/MW:hr) Increase

$ 3.08 500%
$ 1.61 212%
S 0.51
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Gerard A. Sczudlo
43 WINCREST DRIVE + PHOENIXVILLE. PA 19460
TEL 510-983-3251 + FAX: 610-983-3652 + E-MAIL: GSCZUDLO@AOL.COM

fm

FAX MESSAGE
TO: Air Sciences. Inc. DATE: September 23, 1598
ATTN: Kevin Lewis FAX: 303-988-2568
FROM: Gerry Sczudlo REF: Qur 9/23 Telecon
SUBJ: KN Energy Project PAGE: 10of3
Kevin:

Attached are the updated costs based on the mutually agreed changes as discussed in
our telephone conversation this afternoon.

Regards,
/
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AIR SCIENCES /| KN ENERGY PROJECT

EMISSION CONTROXL SYSTEMS COST ANALYSIS
NGy CONTROLLED TO L5 PPV . CO REDUCED 8Y 10%

13-3e0-20

TEM QESCRIPTION L\e00g

' RITIAL CAPTAL COIT - 3R 3YSTION EQUIPWENT

1 BASIC SCR SYSTEM TO CONTRCL NCx EMISSICNS 70 15 POMVD@ 15N 02, INCLUOING. £730.000
1A SCR CATALYST WOCUARIZECD AS REQUIRED. EXTRUCET MITANIAAVANADIA TYPRE b oy
13 SCA MOUSING . INTERMALLY INSULATED W/ SS UMER & INTERNAL SUPPORTS et
g INLET & QUTLET TRANSITICNS, INTEANALLY INSULATED "W/ $3 UNER e
13 AMMONLA INJES TICN GRID ASSEMBLY, S5 CONSTRUCTICN «c:
VE AGUEGUS AMMCNIA FLOW CONTROL SKI0 Wi ELECTRIC VAPGRIZER ey
N CONTINUCUS EWMSSIONS MCMITORING SYSTEM (CEMS) INCLUBING $115.000
A NQOx ANALYIER 3,200
23 C2 ANALY2ER s
IAs SAMPLE CONTATICMING SYSTEM e
2.0 EXTRACTIVE SAMPLE PROBES Wi MEAT TRACED SAMPLE UNE ity
g CLMATE CONTRCULLED CABINET FOR OUTOOQCR INSTALLATICN et
F QATA ACQUISITICN SYSTEM 'A/ EPA REPCRTING SCFTNARE sty
] AQUEOUS AMMCNIA STORAGE TANK, DOUBLE 'WALL C3/53, ‘WIACTESSORIES 139,00

ANE TANK I'C SERVE {J) LME000 TURBINES OR {1} FRAME 7(COST SHOWN ON A PER UNIT BASIS)

[] NTAL CAPITAL COYT - OXIDATION SYITEM SQUIPMENT

! BASIC ONDATION CATALYST SYSTEM TO REDUCE CO EMISSICNS 3Y 30%, INCLUCING: 1348 500
1A QXIOATICN CATALYST, MOOULARIZED AS REQUIRED, S0ATED PGM TYAE oy
8 OXIDATION CATALYST HCUSING, INTERNALLY INSULATED 'W/ S35 LINER § INTEQNAL SUPPORTS =y
1€ INLET A QUTLET TRANSITIONS, INTERNALLY INSULATEG 'W! 53 LINER INCL.

@ MATALLADON COIT - U SYSTEM EQUPMENT

' ONSITE SERVICE SUPERVISON FOR CENS INSTALLATICN, PER UNIT R.500 waheoo
2 SCR SYSTEM SEAVICE SUPERVISCR, 10-0AYS PER UNITG S129HR PLUS SXPENSES, PER UNIT $11.500 s11lsac
v INSTALLATICN CQET - OXCATION SYSTEM EQUIPMENT

' OXIDATICN SYSTEM SERVICE SUPERVISOR, 3 DAYS PER UMT GS125MR PLLUS EXPENSES 15 50 -

v QPERATING GOST - SCR SYSTEM

\ ANNUAL MAINTENANCE LABOR FOR CEM & SCR SYSTEMS § $12.00MANHR, PER UNIT BASIS

1A CEM . 144 MAN-HCURS/YEARUNIT 2,78 2.
18 SCTR CATALYST - 80 MAN-RCURS/YEARUNIT 3:.520 31820
TC  AMMONIA SYSTEM - 108 MAN-HOURS/YEARUNIT won 12.ps2
2 ANMNUAL CPERATING LABOR FOR.CEM 4 SCR SYSTEMS . 48 MAN-HOURS/TEAR 812 8312
3 SUPEAVISOR LABOR {15% OF TOTAL MAINTENANCE & OPERATING LABCR) 51,083 P3N =}
. CATALYST REPLAC EMENT LABOR. ANNUALIZED OVER ) YEAR GUARANTEE LUFE 1780 stec
5 CATALYST REPLACEMENT ONSITE SUPERVISICN, ANNUALIZED OVER 3 YEAR GUARANTEE UIFE 12,500 £2 oo
[ REPILACEMENT SCR CATALYST, ANNUAL RESERVE (NCx RECUCTION GUARANTES OF 3 YEARS, COST $102,500 31.8.boa

ANNUALIZED OVER ) YEARS)

7 ANNUAL RESEQVE FCR SPENT SCR CATALYST DSAOSAL FES $7.900 9 300
s CEMS SPARE PARTS. ANNUAL MANTENANCE SPARES. PER UNIT 8ASIS $5.000 33 boo
E] AMMOMA SYSTEM SPARE PARTS, ANNUAL MAINTENANCE SPARES, PER UNT AASIS $4.200 34 oo
19 AMMONIA CONSUMPTION, ANNUAL BASED ON LMBO0OR4.737 CPERATING HOURS PER YEAR £ FRAME 7@ 129,000 348 B8O

9.347 QPSAATING HOURS PER YEAR AND AQUECUS AMMONIA @ 122G/ TON

W QPERATING COIT - OKIIATION STITEM

' ANNUAL MAINTENANCE LASCR 70/ OXIDATICN SYSTEM, PER UNIT 3ASIS - 80 VAN HGURS/YEARUMT 31 520
N ANNUAL CPERATING LABCR FOR OXDATNION 5YS - 43 MANMOURSIYEAR 1312
1 SUPSAVISCR LABOR (13% GF TOTAL MAINTENANCE L CPERATING LASCR) 2388
. CATALYST QEPLAC SMENT LABOR, ANNUALIZED GVER ) YEAR GUAR. LUFE 1780
s ZATALYST REPLAC EMENT ONSITE SUPEAVISION, ANNUALIZED OVER ) YEAR GUAR UFE © 30
3 ANNUAL RESERVE FCR CXIOATION CATALYST 'WASHING (CNE 'WASH CYCLE PER 34 YEARS) 8,500
7 ANNUAL RESERYWE FOR OXIOATION CATALYST REPLACEMENT {5 YEAR EXPECTES MINIMUM CATALYST 183 700

LIFE, } YEAR PEAFGRMANC S GUARANTEE. COST ANNUALZEC QVER 1 YEARS)

s SOENT CATALYST AECOVEAY VALLE ANNUAULED OVER ) YEAR GUAR, UUFE L (000
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AIR SCIENCES I KM ENERGY PROJECT

EMISSION CONTROL SYSTEMS COST ANALYSIS
NGy CONTROLLED TO & PPUV . CO REDUCED 8Y 80%

RESCRIPTION

BMDAL CAZTTAL COIT - 3G 3YSTEM EQUIPMENT

GASIC SCR SYSTEM TG CONTAOL NCx EMISSIONS 7O 8 P9UVT@ 1S C2, INCLUCING
SCA CATALYST. MCOULARIZED AS RECUIREC. EATRUCED NTAMIAVANACIA TVDE
SCA OUSING (NTERNALLY INSULATED 'A/ S5 UNER § INTERNAL SUPPCATS
INLET & QUILET TRANSITIONS, INTERNALLY INSULATED ‘A1 35 UNER

AMMONIA IMJEC TSCN GRIO ASBEMBLY, 35 CCNSTAUCT.CH

ACUEOUS AMMC NIA FLOW CONTROL SKID 'AZ ELECTRIC YAPORIZER
CONTINUCUS SMISSIONS MCMITCRING SYSTEM (CEMS) INCLUTING

NOs ANALYER

Q2 ANALYTER

SAMPLE CONCITICNING SYSTEM

EXTRAG IVE SAMPLE PRCOES ‘NI MEAT TRACEC SAMPLZ UNE

~UMATE CONTRCLLED CABINET FOR QUTDOCR INSTALLATICN

SATA ACCUISI ION SYSTEM ‘Wi EPAREPQRTING SCFTWARE

AQUEOUS AMMONIA STORAGE TANK, COUBLE WALL CS'SS 'AVACCESSCRIES
QNE TANK 70 STAVE (1) LM600C TURBINES QR (1) “RAME 7 (CTST SHCWN ON 4 PER UNIT 3ASIS)

INIDAL CAPTAL GQIT - OUDATION 3Y T4 EQUIPMENT

BASIC OXIDATICN CATALYST SYSTEM TO RESUCE CO SMISSICNS 8Y 0%, INCLUDING
QXIDATION CATALY ST, MCOULARIZED AS REQUIAED, COATED POM TYRE

CXIDATICN CATALYST ROUSING, INTERNALLY INSULATED ‘A7 35S UNER § INTEANAL SUPPORTS
INLET & QUTLET TRANSITICNS. INTERNALLY INSULATED 'W/ SS UNER

WATALLATION COIT - SCR SYSTEM ECUPMENT
ONSITE SERVCE SUPERVISION FOR CEMS INSTALLATICN, PER UNIT

SCR SYSTEM SERVICE SUPERVISCA, 10-DAYS PER UMTQS128MR PLUS SAPENSES, PER UNIT

INSTALLATION CQ3Y - OX'DATION SYSTEM EQUIPWENT

GXOANCN SYSTEM SERVICE SUPERVISOR, 3 DAYS 9ER UNITZI125MR AUS EXPENSES

QPYRATWG COST - SCR SYSTEM

ANNUAL MAINTENANCE LABOR FOR CEM & SCR SYSTEMS g $19 00/MANHR. PER UNIT BASIS
CEM . 144 MAN-=CURS/Y EARANOT

SCR CATALYST - 50 MAN-HOURS/TEARUMT

AMMONIA SYSTEM - 108 MAN-HOURS/YEARUMT

ANNUAL, OPERATING LABCR FOR CEM & SCR SYSTEMS . 48 MAN-HOQURS/YEAR

SUPERVISOR LABCR (15% CF TOTAL MAINTENANCE 4 CPERATING LABCR)

CATALYST REPLACEMENT LABOR, ANNUAUZED OVER ) YEAR GUARANTEE UFE

CATALYST REPLACEMENT ONSITE SUPERVISICN, ANNUALIZED OVER 3 YEAR CUARANTEE UFE

REPLACEMENT SCA CATALYST, ANNUAL RESERVE (NOr REDUCTION GUARANTEE OF 3 YEARS, CCST
AMNUALIZED OVER ) YEAAS)

ANNUAL RESERVE FOR SPENT ICR CATALYST CISPOSAL FEE
CEMS SPAAE PARTS, ANNUAL MAINTENANCE SPARES, PER UNIT 8ASIS
AMMONIA SYSTEM SPARE PARTS, ANNUAL MANTENANCE SPARES, PER UNIT BASIS

AMMONIS CONSUMPTICN ANNUAL BASED ON LMBO0OE 4,757 CPERATING HOURS PER YEAR § FRAME 1Q
5 347 OPERATING #OURS PER YEAR AND AQUEQUS AMMONIA @ $220TON

QPERATING CQST - OXIDATION SY3TEM

ANNU AL MAMNTENANCE LABOR £0R OXIDATICN SYSTEM 2€R UNIT 3ASIS - 80 MAN-HOURSIYEAR/UMT
ANNUAL OPERATING LABOR FOR OXIDATION SYS - 48 WAN-ACURS/VEAR

SUPEAVISCR LABCR 115% CF TOTAL MANTEMANCS § CPERATING LABCR)

CATALYST AEPLACEMENT LABCR, ANNUAUTED OVER ) rEAR GUAR UFE

CATALYST REPLACEMENT ONSITE SUPERASICN, ANNUAUZED DVER ) 15AR GUAR LIFS

ANNUAL 2ESEIVE FOR CXODANON CATALY ST ‘NASHING {CNE 'WaSH CYCLE 2ER 34 YEARS)

ANNUAL RESERVE FOR OUDATION CATALYST REPLACIMENT (S YEAR EXPECTED MNIMUM CATALYST
LIFE. 3 TEAR PERFOAMANCE GUARANTEE, COST aANNUALIZED CVER 3 YEARS)

$PENT CATALYST RECOVERY VALUE. ANNUAUZEC CVER J YEAR CUARANTEE UF2

PAGE @3

13 Se0-00

3543 200
INCL
NGy
INCL
1CYL
NGy,

3133 200
INCL
iNCL
INCL
INCY
NCL
INCL

9 200

1348500
INCL
teCL
INCL

3 00 ™,

&

$13,500 113

]

2.7
310
12,042

912
$1.003
$780
11, 500

343,400

$7.000
33,000
34 200

129 000

11,520

02

730
32,500
b Kon.]

185 700
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Kevin S. Lewis

From: GSczudlo@aol.com

Sent: Monday, October 12, 1998 6:56 PM
To: klewis@airsci.com

Subject: KN Energy

Kevin:

Sorry for the delay in raturning your call. 1just arrived back in town this
evening.

Regarding the CEMS modification to read inlet as well as outlat NOx, we will
have to add another length of heat traced sample line and an additional stack
mounted sample probe. _The existing NOx analyzer and sampling system can
handle muitiple inputs. The sysiem would be set up to toggle between inlet

and outlet. There would be some additional software programming required.
Overall, the cost impact should not exceed 310,000 per CEMS system.

Gerry

Page 1
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ERAM I DELTEK SST-4700
\

DELTAK

2505 Northwest 8ivd., Sutte 159
Ptymouth, MN §5441 USa
Prone: 1-812.557.7440
FAX: 1.812.557 4700
ermal. bohkw s@Qduilak.com

Date: September 28, 1998 From: Eric Sims

: Tel. No.: 1-612-557-4725
To: Mr. Kevin Lewis Fax No.: 1-612-55747Q0
Company: Air Sciencss Inc. E-Mail: esims@celtak.com
Tel. No.: (303) $88-2560
Fax No.: (303) 988-2968 No. Pages: 2

Ref.. SCR and CO Catalyst Cost Estimates rSub,:

MESSAGE:

Dear Mr. Lewis,

Deltak has attached your completed form with our current expectations of the catalyst
pricing. This pricing reflects a more competitive market for catalyst compared with three
years ago. The warranty has also been revised to years versus hours as requested.

Though we do not have a complete survey of the catalyst suppliers, we do nct see cycling
service as an issue affecting the catalyst life. We are not aware of any language that nas
been added to any of our catalyst warranties regarding cycling service. Wae axpsect that
this would be added if cycling could significantly affect catalyst life.

We hope that this information is useful to you. Please do not hesitate to contact us if we
can be of further assistance.

cc. J.Hermon
J.Williamson
J.Walcer
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FRO DR T=M FE- S S - - —— -, o

DEUTRK THERMO / MONFORT
_ AT & s haouD S COGEN FACILITY

Date: June 29, 1585

Emissions Control BACT Analysis (nput Data
Rleasrt { Sy SCR co \

. pevife | 2 0 __AEPM 8C% ER.
Spool Plecs Onty Cost 00,000 i%'ﬁ?@
3000000 . 925,000 3% ,@o!'-—
Full Scope Equipment Coat 1 SR m'

o, 0 @
e By |t sl st |
5{/‘
Catalyst Ute (Operating Hoursy -
(Gusrantsed/Expectad) \
Ammenka Infection Rate (F/FNCY 08 0.5 0.8
P 55
Boiler Length Added 13 7 14 is
o ‘\!
Artient, Deg. F - AP
F 737 35
g;ﬁ M‘M /, °39,v
Cp LI o 23>
Emizsicrs (NO, & CO PPMVD a0 0 15% 0) /
PPMYD s ;
. CO, FPMYD .aeai <6
NO_, PPH 213 1% R
CO, PPH €12 ¢) e

csten, Male % Wet L

o .(!S 08893 ~
Nz 2. 1905 718983

13.3090 148075
&% R.IV(S 2243

78.3X36 104711
;6, c.3 L8 S
O oc.owf? Csea4 a-oefl
HC o.c0/0 8000 S—004
NQ,

c.00 208 6oL/

CELTAK, 30CS NCRTHWEST BUYD., BUITE 130, MINNEAPCLA, MN T441, USA,  FRCNE: (110 S57760 FAL 13 SO0




Call Summary

AIR SCIENCES INC.

Date Time Contact Company Name Initial Subject
:___ ,__972_4./98: ~ = ST TR A 3 N ATV AT . P s WV VN IV LS e T T A RMSTY - TTAM L R ] A SAAAANT U A W ss e €N 8o T IR
4:37 PM  Sczudlo, Gerard Gerard Scvudllo KSL SCR - Instaliation

(610) 983-3251

Use the Chem. Eng. joumal article for an estmiate of installation cost. Base costs off of the percentages listed for catalytic
oxidation (and increase as shown below to account for the CEMS and ammonia system):

foundation - 1.5x 0.08
nandling & erection - 2x 0.14
electrical - 2x 0.04

piping - 3x 0.01

insulation - 1x 0.01

painting - 1x 0.01

engr. & supervision - 1x 0.10
construction & field - 3x 0.05
construction fee - 1x0.10
start-up - 1x 0.02

performance test - 1x 0.01
contingencies 0.03 x 5 (for guarantee of eff. and penalty for not meeting eff.)

Page 1 of 1

Tuesday, October 27, 1998
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Gerard A. Sczudlo
43 WINCREST DRIVE - PHOENIXVILLE, PA 19460
TEL: 610-983-3251 * FAX: 610-883-3652 - E-MAIL: GSCZUDLO@AOL.CCOM

m

FAX MESSAGE
TO: Air Sciences, Inc. DATE: October 1, 19388
ATTN: Kevin Lewis FAX: 303-988-2968
FROM: Gerry Sczudlo REF:  Your 9/30 Fax
SUBJ: KN Energy Project - Frame 7EA vs.7TFA PAGE: 10of3

Kevin:

Attached per your September 30 fax request, is the technical and commercial data for
the Frame 7EA versus Frame 7FA comparison. The data is based on reducing NOx
levels from 9 ppmv to 3.5 ppmv and CO emissions by 80%. Consistent with my
previous calculations and estimates, the catalyst housing and transition costs reflect the
client's requested cross-section width to height ratio of 1:4.

The Frame 7EA data was generated under the assumption that the unit will operate at
60% load and above, while the Frame 7FA data was developed based on operation-at
40% load and above. If the client's intent is to operate below the loads listed above, the

SCR systems will have to be revised due to the large increase in NOx concentrations at
the low-load conditions.

Please let me know if you have any questions or require any changes to the data.

Regards,

f s
rry udlo

3}
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AJR SCIENCES / KN ENERGY PROJECT
EMISSION CONTROL SYSTEMS COST ANALYSIS
NCx CONTROLLED TO 1.3 #PUV - CO REDUCED 8Y 8o

= Q& PRAME TEA VERSUS 7FA ~

DESCRIPTION

(NTAL CAPTAL COIT - SCR SYITEM EQUIPWENT
BAJIC SCR SYSTEM 7O CONTRCOL NOx EMISSIONS 7O 1 $ PPMVED@15% Q2. INCLUGING

S5CR CATALYST, MCOULARIZED AS REQUIRED, EXTRUDED TITANIUVANADIA TYPE

SCR HOUSING, INTEINALLY INSULATED W7 SS UNER & INTERNAL SUPPQRTS

INLET 4 QUTLET TRAMSITIONS, INTSANALLY INSULATED ‘A7 SS UNER

AMMCMA INJECTION GRID ASSEMBLY S5 CCNSTRUCTICN

AQUEDUS AMMONIA FLOW CONTRCL SKID W/ ELSCTRIC YAPCRIZER

CONTINUQUS EMISSIONS MONITORING SYSTEM (CEMS) INCLUTING

NOx ANALY2ZER

Q2 ANALYZER

SAMPLE CONDIMONING STYSTEM

EXTRACTIVE SAMPLE PROEGES W/ MEAT TRACED SAMPLE UNE

CLMATE CCNTROLLED CABINET FOR CUTOCOR INSTALLATICN

DATA ACQUISITION SYSTEM ‘A7 EPA REPQRTING SOFT'WARE

AQUEGQUS AMMCNIA STORAGE TANX, DCUBLE WALL CS/SS. W/ACTESSORIES

ONE TANK TO SERVE (2) FRAME TEA TURBINES QR (1) FRAME TFA {(COST SHCWN ON A PER UNIT 3ASIS)
DAL CAPITAL CQIT - OXIDANON SYSTEM EQUIPMENT

BASIC OXIDATICN CATALYST SYSTEM TO RECUCE CO EMISSIONS 3Y 80%, INCLUDING

ONIQATION CATALYST, MOOULARIZED AS REQUIRED. COATED PGM TYRE

OXIDATION.CATALYST HOUSING, INTERNALLY INSULATEQ W/ SS UNER 8 INTERNAL SUPPCATS
INCET § CUTLET TRANSITIONS. INTERNALLY INSULATED Wi SS UNER

INSTALLATION £QST - SCR SYSTEM GQUIPMENT
ONSITE SERVICE SUPSRVISICN FOR CEMS INSTALLATION PER UMT

SCR SYSTEM SERVICE SUPERVISCR, 10-0AYS PER UNT@S128/MR PLUS EXPENSES, PER UNIT

INSTALLATION CQIT - OXIDATION SYSTEM EQUIPKENT

OXIDATION SYSTEM SERVICE SUPERMSOR. 3 DAYS PER UNIT@S125HR PLUS EXPENSES

QFERATING COIT - SCR SYITEM

ANNUAL MAINTENANCE LABOR FOR CEM & SCR SYSTEMS @ $19.00/MAN-HR. PER UNIT 8ASiS
CEM . 144 MANSTOURS/YEARAUNIT

SCR CATALYST - 50 MAN-HOURS/YEARUNIT

AMMONIA SYSTEM - 108 MAN-ROURS/YEARWUNIT

ANNUAL OPERATING LASOR FQR CEM & SCR SYSTEMS - 48 MANQURS/TEAR

SUPERVISCR LABOR (15% OF TOTAL MAINTENANCE & OPERATING LABOR)

CATALYST REPLACEMENT LABOR, ANNUALIZED GVER J YEAR GUARANTEE UFE

CATALYST REPLACEMENT CNSITE SUPERVISION. ANNUALIZED OVER 3 YEAR GUARANTEE UFE

REPLACEMENT SCR CATALYST, ANNUAL RESERVE (NGt REDUCTION GUARANTEE GF 3 YEARS, COST
ANNUAUZED OVER 3 YEARS)

ANNUAL RESERVE FOR SPENT SCR CATALYST OISPOSAL FES
CEMS SPARE PARTS, ANNUAL MANTENANGE SPARES, PER UNIT 3ASIS
AMNOMA SYSTEM SPARE PARTS, ANNUAL MAINTENANCE SPARES. PER UNIT 3ASIS

AMMGONIA COST. ANNUAL - BASED ON 8,347 OPERATING HOURS PER YEAR & AMMONIA COST 220/ TGN

QPERATING COST - OXMDATION SYSTEM
ANNUAL MANTENANCE LABOR FOR OXIDATION SYSTEM. PER UNIT SASIS - 80 MAN-HOURS/YEARIUMT

ANNUYAL OI’ERAY;NG LABOR FOR OXICATICN SYS - 48 MAN-HMOUASYEAR

SUPERASOR LABOR (15% OF TOTAL UAINTENAMCE § CPERANNG LABCR!

CATALYST AEPLACEMENT LABCR. ANNUAUZED CVER 1 YEAR GUAR UFE

rATALYST AEPLACEMENT ONSITE SUPERMVISION. ANNUALZZD OVER J YEAR GUAR. UFE
ANNUAL RESERVE FOR OXOATION CATALYST WASHNG (CNE WASH CYCLE PER )t YEARS)

ANNUAL AESEAVE FOA QXICATION CATALYST AEPLACIMENT (5 YEAR EXPECTID WIMIMUM CATALTST
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AIR SCIENCES / KN ENERGY PROJECT

TURBINE EXHAUST/EMISSION CONTRCL SYSTEMS DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS roase

GE FRAME TFA (PGT241) - ORY LOW NOX (OLN) COMBUSTOR - 9 PPM KQOx suwnae> 3.8 PPMV
Case: BASE 8C% 80% 40% 20%
Ampiont , £ 50 60 60 60 60
Fuel Type- Naturat Gas Naturat Gas Natwrai Gas Natural Gas Naturs! Gas
Turoine Loaa 100% 80% % 40% 0%
Intet Tema to Ovigation & SCR Catayst. F 700 700 700 700 700
Intet Temp to Caxanon & SCR Cataiyst, C: n hY 4! m heal EYE)
Turdine Exhaust
Echaust Flow 1bahr 3.410.000 2.912.000 2.510,000 2,1C9.000 2.100.000
Sahayst Flow acm 1,596,359 1.448 848 1243.5C) 1.048 201 1,038,308
€ 1nayst Flow scim 760.706 649 484 559.674 469.88) 485672
€anaust Flow CR 45,542.155 28.989.025 33.580.415 28,193,000 27.540.002
MW, (Baib-me! 28.26 28.37 28.38 28.40 28.53
A voi %A 0.50 0.39 0.88 0.89 0.9t
N2, vol, %: 7432 74.36 74,43 74 58 75.38
02, vol, %: 12.37 12.43 12.69 13.08 15. 31
H20. vol. %! .81 .5 .33 7.99 5.96
CO2. vol ‘. ER:1) 178 .87 3% 2.48
SQ2, tos/nr: 0.00 Q.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Paniculate, Id/hr! 9.00 9.00 9.00 9.00 8.00
NCx, ppmyv 1312 0.1 9.9 9.4 47.9
NOx, ppmvd. 1.3 11.0 10.8 10.2 0.1
NOx, ppmve @ 15% O2: 9.0 3.0 9.0 3.0 840
NO=x. loamr 8.1 23 277 21 109.9
CO. pomv: 8.4 34 8.1 8.2 8.7
CO. pomva: 91 9.2 8.3 89 2400
CO. pormva @ 15% O2 73 7.5 7.4 18 306.5
CO, Ibmr: 281 24.1 20.1 171 45,1
Maximum Outlet Concentralions
NOx, ppmvd @ 15% O2: 3.50 350 3.50 3.5 3s0
CO. pomva @ 15% O2: 1.48 1.48 1.48 1.57 81.30
NH3 slip, ppmva @ 15% 02 <$ <5 <S5 <S <$
Required Conversions
Requirea NOx Conversions, %! 51X 81% 61% 61% 5%
Reguired CO Canversion, %! 30% 30% 80% aC% 0%
Eapected Caonversions
Expeciad NOx Conversions, % B1%e B81% B1% Bi%e N.A.
Expecisd CO Convension, %. 50°%~ . 80%- 80°% ¢ 80~ N.A,
Estimated NM3 Cansumption (NeINOxreso = 1 Q)
Annydrous NRJ, sefh 470 354 332 268 1318
Annydrous NH3, [ba/hr: 3l 18 15 12 59
Anhydrous NH3J, ton/yr (8347 cow esng ivwy). 83 74 62 SO 247
AQUECUS AMMGN3, DN (25N son3ny 8s 71 60 48 b2
AQuecus Ammontd, oNs/yr (18347 coereang ATy 153 295 249 199 987
Aquacus Ammenia, gallons/yr (3347 ooersrg A 93,343 78.148 66.0C8 $2.520 281,284
SCR Cotalyst Cata
Instatied Votume, it 1170 1,170 1170 1170 1,170
Gas Houny Space Veloaty, ar-! 39.011 33,307 28,701 24,097 23,881
Max Allcwaoie Pressure 0rog, in we! 30 3.0 3.0 30 30
Expeciod Pressure Orog. in we 3.0 3.0 <10 <1.0 <3.0
CO Catalyst Cata
inatalled Volume, R 255 255 255 255 258
Gas Mourty Space Vaicaty. hr-1 178,950 152.820 131,688 110,561 109,370
Mazx, Allowable Pressure Orop, in. we: 1.0 1.2 10 10 10
Expeciad Prassure Orop. in, we! .3 <0.3 <08 <0.8 <c 8
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SUMMARY OF THE MODELING INPUT PARAMETERS AND THE

RESULTING AMBIENT IMPACTS
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Air Sciences Inc.

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS

PROJECT TITLE: BY:
KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE:  JoF: SHEET:
77-12-3 1 2 5
SUBJECT: DATE:

EMISSIONS 8 STACK PARAMETERS

November 23, 1998

1. EMISSIONS AND STACK PARAMETERS FOR MODELING

CONSTANTS

28.5 Ib/lb-mol (MW turbine exhaust)
32 F - STD temperaiure
1 atm - STD pressure
359.05 SCFib-mole (1 atm, 32F)

45867 R=0F

0.83 atm - site pressure

EMISSIONS AND STACK PARAMETERS - MAXIMUM OPERATION (English Units)

NOx co PM S02 Exhaust Flow/Temp. Stack Ht./Dia./Vel.

STACKID  tb/hr tonfye b lohe  tonfyr  lo/hr tondyr By AGEM E f i s
CTA 48.0 70.2 58 5.2 22.8 0.80 3.50 872,451 333,672 285 115 9.5 78.46
CcTB 48.0 70.2 58 5.2 22.8 0.80 3.50 872,451 333,672 285 115 9,5 78.46
CcTC 48.0 70.2 58 5.2 228 0.80 3.50 872,451 333,672 285 115 9.5 78.46
CcTD 48.0 70.2 58 5.2 22.8 0.80 3.50 872,451° 333,672 285 115 9.5 78.46
EDG 30.1 12.0 6.9 0.88 0.35 0.51 0.20 - 6,600 800 115 0.67 31513
COOLTWR - - - 0.42 1.82 - - - 303,101~  95° 34 24 11.17
* Turbine performance data (11/98). steam/water injection to 25 ppm, SOF, 100% load.
~ Per cooling tower vent - 3 vents total.

COORDINATES, EMISSIONS, STACK PARAMETERS - MAXIMUM OPERATION (Metric Units)

Short Long

UTME UTM N Base Elevation NOx NOx co PM SO2 Ht. Temp. Vel, Dia.
STACKID (m) (m) R) (m) (gls) (als) (g/s) (als) {als) (m) (K) (m/s) (m)
CTA 520099 4438637 5020 1530 6.048 2019 7.308 0.655 0.1006 35.05 4137 23.81 2.8%6
cT8 520099 4438609 5020 1530 6.048 2019 7.308 0.655 0.1006 35.05 4137 2351 2.896
CTC 520099 4438583 5020 1530 6.048 2019 7.308 0.655 0.1006 35.05 4137 2381 2896
CcTD 520099 4438555 5020 1530 6.048 2.01S 7.308 0.655 0.1006 3505 4i13.7 2391 2.8%6
EDG 520099 4438552 5020 1530 3.792 0.346 0.86%9 0.111 0.0639 3505 6838 9605 0203
COOLTWR 519938 4438637 5020 1530 - - - 0.052 - 10.356  308.2 3.40 7.315

Reference Point 520061 4438683

\Emis_BACT2 ds
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Air Sciences Inc.

ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS

PROJECT TITLE: 8y:
KN POWER K. LEWIS
PROJECT NO: PAGE: |OF: SHEET:
77-12-3 2 2 5
SUBJECT: DATE:
EMISSIONS & STACK PARAMETERS November 23, 1998

Turbine Building

Height

Min. Horizontal Length
Max, Horizontal Length
Ground elevation

Cooling Tower Structure

Height

Min. Horizontal Length
Max. Horizontal Length
Ground elevation

Il. BUILDING DIMENSIONS FOR MODELING

feet

68.4
2139
455.4
5020

28.0
46.6
1247
5020

20.8
65.2
138.8
1530

8.5
14.2
38.0
1530

Four corners UTM coordinates

East Neorth C_Qmer
520087.1 4438653
520152.3 4438653
520087.1 44238515
520152.3 4438515

NE
SwW
SE

Four corners UTM coordinates

East Nonth Qemg:
519918.8 4438644
519956.8 4438644
519918.8 4438630
519956.8 4438630

NE
sw
SE

\Emis_BACT2.xis
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2 Y UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
N7 REGION i
F 1650 Arch Street
pROS Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

Mr. John Slade, Chief

Division of Permits

Pennsylvania DEP

Rachel Carson State Office Building
P.O. Box 84068

Harrisburg, Pa 17105

Dear Mr. Slade:

I am writing in response to your letter dated December 9,
1998, regarding a New Source Review (NSR)/Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) applicability determination for
United Salt Northeast, LLC (USN), plan approval application #59-
309-009. In your letter you indicate that USN will receive salt
brine from a facility operated by Northeast Hub Partners, L.P. (NE
Hub) and that' you have made a preliminary determination that
these two facilities are separate sources, for purposes of
applicability of both the PSD and NSR programs. The basis for
your determination is that you do not consider these facilities
to be “contiguous or adjacent” based on the definitions found in
Webster’s 9th New Collegiate Dictionary. EPA has indicated in
previous guidance that determining whether facilities are
contiguous or adjacent depends not only on the physical distance
between them but on the type of nexus (relationship) between the
facilities. The fact that the facilities are three miles apart
is not, in and of itself, adequate justification for not
considering them to be contiguous or adjacent.

Based on the information you provided, EPA does not have
sufficient information to determine whether USN and NE Hub should
be considered separate sources for PSD/NSR purposes. In defining
a source, EPA looks at whether the facilities should be
considered contiguous or adjacent as well as whether they should
be considered to be under common control and if so, then they
would be considered part of the same source. Both of these
factors are evaluated on the basis of the relationship between
the facilities and whether they are operating as one source based
on the “common sense notion” of source. (The phrase common sense
notion appears on page 52695 of the August 7,1980 PSD preamble,
with regard to how to define source.) EPA has issued guidance in
the past on both the issue of contiguous/adjacent and common
control. Listed below are some of the factors ocutlined in
previous guidance. We recommend that you reconsider your
preliminary evaluation that USN and NE Hub should be considered
separate sources in light of these factors. )

Customer Service Hotline: 1-800-438-2474
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A memorandum dated May 21, 1998, from EPA, Region VIII to the
State of Utah, indicates that the distance associated with
adjacent must be considered on a case-by-case basis, and that
this is explained in the preamble to the August 7, 1980 PSD
rules. It further indicates that the evaluation of adjacent
depends on the common sense notion of source. Hence, you need to
evaluate whether the distance between the two facilities is
sufficiently small that it enables them to operate as a single
source. Below are some types of questions that Pennsylvania could
pose in this evaluation. Not all the answers to these questions
need be positive for two facilities to be considered adjacent.

o Was the location of the new facility chosen primarily
because of its proximity to the existing facility to enable
the operation of the two facilities to be integrated? 1In
other words, if the two facilities were sited much further
apart, would that significantly affect the degree to which
they may be dependent on each other?

L Which company, NE Hub or USN, established the facility which
USN is going to operate?

° Will materials be routinely transferred between the
facilities? (In your letter you indicate that the brine
will be conveyed by at least 3 miles of dedicated pipeline
from NE Hub to USN where the salt will be removed and the
water/glycol returned to NE Hub via the pipeline. So the
answer to this question appears to be yes.) How often will
this transfer take place and how much will be transferred?
Will USN receive brine from anyone else? If so, how much?
What percent of USN’s brine extraction activities are, and
will in the future be, dedicated to NE Hub?

° Will the production process itself be split in any way

between the facilities, i.e., will one facility produce an
intermediate product that requires further processing at the
other facility, with associated air pollutant emissions? (In
your letter you indicate that the salt will be separated and
the water/glycol returned to NE Hub via the pipeline. How
will it be separated and will there be VOC emissions
associated with this process?)

® ' Will managers or othef workers frequently shuttle back and

forth to be involved actively in both facilities? Besides
production line staff, this might include maintenance and
repair crews, or security or administrative personnel.
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Based on the responses to these types of questions, EPA has
made single source determinations where facilities did not have a
common border but were nevertheless considered to be contiguous
or adjacent. The above referenced letter to Utah contains
examples of some of these determinations.

In determining whether two sources should be considered
under common control, a variety of factors must be considered
including the nature of any contractual, lease, or other
agreements that establish how the facilities interact with each
other. A determination of common control may be made on the
basis of direct control, such as when the facilities are owned or
operated by the same controlling entity, or on the basis of
indirect control, such as when the goods or services provided by
a collocated, contract-for-service entity are integral to or
contribute to the ocutput provided by a separately owned or
operated activity with which it operates or supports. Hence, it
is important to ascertain the nature of the relationship between-
USN and NE Hub. These facilities are located within close
proximity of each other with a dedicated pipeline to transport
the intermediate product. USN will be providing an important
service to NE Hub and vice versa. It appears possible that a
control relationship exists. Additional information is needed to
evaluate what relationship exists between these two facilities.
The type of questions we recommend asking in performing this
analysis are:

L What is the dependency of one facility on the other? If one
shuts down, what are the limitations on the other to pursue
outside business interests?

e Does one operation support the operation of the other? What
are the financial arrangements between the two entities?

L Do the facilities share intermediates, products, byproducts,
or other manufacturing equipment? Can the new source
purchase raw materials from and sell products or byproducts
to other customers? What are the contractual arrangements
for providing goods and services?

e Do the facilities share equipment, other property, or
pollution control equipment? What does the contract specify
with regard to the pollution control responsibilities of the
contractee? Can the managing entity of one facility make
decisions that affect pollution control at the other
facility?
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L] Who accepts the responsibility for compliance with air
quality control requirements? What about for violations of
the requirements?

e Do the facilities share common workforces, plant managers,
security forces, corporate executive officers or board
executives?

° Do the facilities share common payroll activities, employee

benefits, health plans, retirement funds, insurance
coverage, or other administrative functions?

This list of questions is not exhaustive; it serves only as
a screening tool. If facilities can provide information showing
that a new facility has no ties to an existing facility, or vice
versa, then the new facility is most likely a separate source
under its own control. However, if the facilities respond in the
positive to one or more of the major indicators of control then
the new facility may be considered under the control of the
existing source, or under common control of both companies, and
it would not be considered a separate entity for permitting
purposes. Absent any major relationships, the new facility may
still be considered to be under the control of the existing
source if a significant number of the indicators point to common
control.

I have enclosed a letter dated September 18, 1995, from EPA
Region VII to the State of Iowa, which provides more detailed
guidance on the issue of common control. It recommends
additional avenues to pursue in investigating this matter; it
provides a list of EPA references on common control, as well as
noting important cautions of any short term or interim contracts
that establish separate operating companies or separate
operations on noncontracting parcels of land. I have also
enclosed a copy of a memorandum dated August 2, 1996, from John
S. Seitz, Director of EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards, which provides guidance entitled Major Source
Determinations for Military Installations under the Air Toxics,
New source Review, and Title V operating Permit Programs of the
Clean Air Act which discusses in detail the concept of common
control as it pertains to military bases. Portions of this
guidance on common control and Title V permitting can alsoc be
applied to sources which are non-military.
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We strongly recommend that you consider the responses to the
above type of questions in making your final determination as to
whether or not to consider these facilities one source. I would
like to note that if you do determine that these facilities
should be considered one source for PSD/NSR permitting, they
could net between them and, if Pennsylvania allows, they could
obtain separate Title V permits. If you have any questions or
require further assistance on this matter, please contact me at
(215) 814-2175, or Donna Weiss of my staff at(215) 814-2198.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Henry, Chief
Permits and Technical Assessment Branch

Enclosures
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l NO. DATE OF
DOCUMENT
l | 3/16/1979
. 2 3/22/1990
l 3 10/1990
4 8/22/1991

l 5 7/20/1995
l 6 9/18/1995
l 7 11/2/1995
. 8 8/2/1996
l 9 11/27/1996
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INDEX TO ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD

DESCRIPTION OF DOCUMENT

Memo from Edward E. Reich, Director, Division of Stationary
Source Enforcement, EPA, to Diana Dutton, Director,
Enforcement Division, Region V1

Letter from Douglas M. Skie, Chief, Air Programs Branch,

EPA Region VIII, to Jeffrey T. Chaffee, Chief, Air Quality

Bureau, Montana Department of Health and Environmental
Sciences

New Source Review Workshop Manual, USEPA, Office of Air
Quality Planning and Standards, DRAFT, October 1990 (cover
page provided - document available at
http://www_epa.gov/ttn/nsr/gen/wkshpman. pdf)

Letter from Douglas M. Skie, Chief, Air Programs Branch,
EPA Region VI, to Cathy Rhodes, Air Pollution Control
Division (State of Colorado)

Letter from Jewell A. Harper, Chief, Air Enforcement Branch,
Aur, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division, EPA
Region 4, to Mr. Ron Methier, chief, Air Protection Branch,
Environmental Protection Division, Georgia Department of
Natural Resources

Letter from William A. Spratlin, Director, Air, RCRA, and
Toxics Division (signed for Mr. Spratlin by Karen A.
Flournoy), to Peter R. Hamlin, Chief, Air Quality Bureau, lowa
Department of Natural Resources

Letter from Jewell A. Harper, Chief, Air Enforcement Branch,
Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division, EPA
Region 4, to Mr. Terry C. Harris, P.E., Knox County
Department of Air Pollution Control

Memorandum from John S. Seitz, Director, Office of Air
Quality Planning and Standards, EPA

Letter from Matt Haber, Chief, Permits Office, EPA Region 9,
to Jennifer B. Schlosstein, Simpson Paper Company
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3/26/1997 Technical Review Document for Operating Permit
960PWEI54 to be issued to: Public Service Company - Ft.
Lupton Combustion Turbines, Weld County, Source ID
1230014, Prepared on October 3, 1996, Revised November
19, 1996, January 16, 1997 and March 26, 1997, Jacqueline
Joyce, Review Engineer (CDPHE)

7/15/1997 Letter from Cheryl L. Newton, Chief, Permits and Grants
Section, EPA Region 5, to Robert Hodanbosi, Chief, Division
of Air Pollution Control, Ohio Environmental Protection
Agency

10/10/1997 . Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Operating Permit #960PWE154 (originally issued
5/20/1997, as amended 10/10/1997) for Public Service
Company of Colorado - Fort Lupton Combustion Turbines

11/25/1997 Letter from Steven C. Riva, Chief, Permitting Section, Air
Programs Branch, EPA Region 2, to Michael L. Rodburg, Esq.,.
Lowenstein, Sandler, Kohl, Fisher & Boylan

-

5/21/1998 Letter from Richard R. Long, Director, Air Program, EPA
Region 8, to Lynn Menlove, Manager, New Source Review
Section, Utah Division of Air Quahity

10/2/1998 Decision No. C98-1042 Before the Public Utilities
Commission of the State of Colorado, Docket No. 97A-297E,
in the Matter of the Application of Public Service Company of
Colorado for an Order Approving its 1996 Integrated
Resource Plan, “Order Approving Setlement Agreement With
Modifications,” adopted 10/2/1998. (Provided to EPA by KN
Energy on 9/22/1999.)

11/2/1998 Letter from Steven C. Riva, Chief, Air Programs Branch, EPA
Region 2, to Janet Griffin, Manager, Environmental Affairs,
Schering-Plough Corporation

11/2/1998 Public Service Company of Colorado Separation Policy.
(Provided to EPA by KN Energy on 9/22/1999.)

11/12/1998 Letter from Richard R. Long, Director, Air Program, EPA
Region 8, to Julie Wrend, Legal Administrator, Air Pollution
Control Division, CDPHE
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11/25/1998

1/15/1999

2/22/1999

4/30/1999

4/30/1999

4/30/1999

7/8/1999

8/9/1999

8/17/1999

9/2/1999

KN Power - Air Permit Application to Construct a Power
Plant Near Fort Lupton, submitted by Air Sciences, Inc., on
behalf of KN Power to CDPHE

Letter from Kathleen Henry, Chief, Permits and Technical
Assessment Branch, EPA Region III, to Mr. John Slade, Chief,
Division of Permits, Pennsylvania DEP (version reviewed was
from electronic database and is undated; copy of original
document 1s dated 1/15/1999)

KN Power Fort Lupton Project - Response to Comments,
submitted by Air Sciences, Inc., on behalf of KN Power to
CDPHE

Note to File written by Meredith Bond, Environmental
Engineer, EPA Region 8 - Air Program Technical Unit

Power Supply Agreement for the Sale of Electric Capacity and
Energy to Public Service Company of Colorado by Front
Range Energy Associates, L.L.C. (Provided to EPA by KN
Energy on 9/22/1999.)

Power Purchase Agreement by and between Front Range
Energy Associates, L.L.C,, as Seller and e prime, inc. as
Purchaser. (Provided to EPA by KN Energy on 9/22/1999.)

Letter from Cheryl Sweeten, Public Comment Coordinator,
Stationary Sources Program, Air Pollution Control Division,
CDPHE to Meredith Bond, Air Programs Branch, U.S. EPA,
Region VIII - Public comment packet for KN Power Company
synthetic minor permit action

Newspaper article: “KN cooking with gas,” Steve Raabe,
The Denver Post, Monday, August 9, 1999, page El

Letter from Denis Myers, P.E., Construction Permit Unit
Leader, CDPHE to Mr. Paul Steinway, Vice President, KN
Power, and to Mr. Frank Prager, Associate General Counsel,
Public Service Company (Provided to EPA by State on
9/27/1999)

Letter from Martha Rudolph, Assistant General Counsel, KN
Energy, Inc., to Mr. Dennis Myers Air Pollution Control
Division, CDPHE. (Provided to EPA by State on 9/9/1999)
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9/22/1999

9/22/1999
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9/27/1999

(9]

9/28/1999

(9]
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9/28/1999

10/1/1999

10/1/1999

10/26/1999

11/8/1999
11/12/1999

Letter from Martha E. Rudolph, Assistant General Counsel,
KN Energy, Inc., to Mr. Dennis Myers, Air Pollution Control
Division, CDPHE, with Enclosure. (Provided to EPA by State
on 9/9/1999)

Letter from Martha E. Rudolph, Assistant General Counsel, K
N Energy, Inc., to Richard Long, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Region VIl (undated - hand delivered to
EPA on 9/22/1999)

Amended and Restated Limited Liability Company Agreement
of Front Range Energy Associates, L.L.C. (Pages dated
9/22/1999; provided to EPA by KN Energy on 9/22/1999)

Letter from Martha E. Rudolph, Assistant General Counsel,
KN Energy, Inc., to Richard Long, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII

DRAFT letter from Richard Long, Director, Air and Radiation
Program, EPA Region 8, to Margie Perkins, Director, Air
Pollution Control Division, CDPHE (draft was faxed to State) ~

DRAFT letter from Richard Long, Director, Air and Radiation
Program, EPA Region 8, to Martha E. Rudolph, Assistant
General Counsel, KN Energy, Inc. (draft was faxed to State)

Letter from Richard Long, Director, Air and Radiation
Program, EPA Region 8, to Martha E. Rudolph, Assistant
General Counsel, KN Energy, Inc. (enclosing document #36)

Letter from Richard Long, Director, Air and Radiation
Program, EPA Region 8, to Ms. Margie Perkins, Director, Air
Pollution Control Division, CDPHE

Letter from Frank P. Prager, Associate General Counsel, New
Century Energies, Inc., to Mr. Richard Long, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII (with
enclosures)

Slides presented by PSCo at meeting with EPA

Letter from Richard Long, Director, Air and Radiation
Program, EPA Region 8, to Frank Prager, Associate General
Counsel, New Century Energies
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Undated

Letter from Bemnard E. Turlinski, Chief, Air Enforcement
Branch, EPA Region III, to Ms. Westy McDermid, DC
Advisory Neighborhood Council 2-EO|







February 22, 1999
Project No. 77-12
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Mr. Abe A. Vasquez, P.E. AIR SCIENCES INC. |

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment i
Air Pollution Control Division =

4300 Cherry Creek Drive South, APCD-SS-BI RECEIVED

Denver, CO 80222-1530

FF8 23 1999 |

Re: KN Power Fort Lupton Project - Response to Comments Air Pollvtion Controd Divies |

Smmmv&umsl’?’o% |

Dear Mr. Vasquez:

On behalf of the KN Power Company, Air Sciences is submitting, one onginal and six
copies of the enclosed report. This report addresses the issues discussed on January 22,
1999, at the meeting with KN Power Company, Colorado Department of Health and
Environment Air Pollution Control Division (APCD), United States Department of
Agriculture Forest Service (USFS), and the National Park Service (NPS). To facilitate
an expeditious review, copies of the report have been sent directly to the USFS and NPS
attendees.

All issues regarding the ambient impacts on Class I and II areas, Class 11 vegetation
affects, and the BACT analysis have been addressed. The Class I and Class II visibility
impacts and the Class I area acid deposition analysis are currently being assessed and
will be submitted to the APCD, USFS, and NPS as soon as the analyses are complete.

Note that the analyses performed herein provide supporting information that the
operating procedures and control technology proposed in the November 1998
construction permit application for the Fort Lupton Power Plant meet all applicable
requirements. If you have any questions, please contact me at 303-988-2960.

L3

Sincerely,

Kevin Lewis » Co e g
Chemical Engineer

DBY: KSL: ajh
Enclosure

cc: Paul Steinway, KN Power Company
Larry Stoddard, Stoddard Consulting
Tamara Franklin Blett, USDA Forest, Service, 740 Simms ST, Golden CO 80401
Tonnie Maniero, John Notar and Don Shepherd, NPS, Air Quality Division,
12795 W. Alameda PKWY, Lakewood, CO 80228

Q:\PROJECTS\T7\12-Luptonil 1-Responsc to APCDLenter_990222.doc
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report is an addendum to KN Power’s air permit application submitted in November 1998.
The following sections are organized by the issues discussed on January 22, 1999, during the
meeting between the KN Power Company, the Colorado Department of Health and Environment, Air
Pollution Control Division (APCD), United States Department of Agricuiture, Forest Service (USFS),
and the National Park Service (NPS). The section headings include the name of the person who
raised the issues and the agency they represent. Appendices A and B contain “revised” materials that
supercede the corresponding portions of the November 1998 application.

KN Power is also proposing the following change. The height of each of the stacks (CTA, CTB,
CTC, CTD, and EDG) has been changed to 100 feet. All of the modeling analyses were performed at
this revised stack height. The maximum predicted impacts and the corresponding modeling
significance levels are shown in Tables 5.3 and 5.4, Appendix B. Since the maximum predicted
impacts are less than the respective significance level, no cumulative impact analysis is required. The
stack sensitivity analysis was revised to reflect the new stack height. As shown in Table 5.5,
Appendix B, limiting the individual annual emissions from each stack is not necessary to demonstrate
compliance with NAAQS or PSD increments. A diskette containing all modeling files is included
herein.

. 2.0 CLASS Il AREA IMPACT ANALYSIS (TAMARA BLETT, USFS)

Tamara Blett requested that KN Power estimate the ambient impacts at the Pawnee Buttes
located within the Pawnee National Grassland. Table 5.4 has been revised to include the predicted
impacts upon these buttes. The revised table is in Appendix B.

3.0 CLASS Il AREA VISIBILITY ANALYSIS (COLEEN CAMPBELL, APCD &
TAMARA BLETT, USFS)

Visibility impacts at the Pawnee Buttes scenic view located in Pawnee National Grasslands and
the Eagle Watch scenic view are currently being assessed and will be submitted to APCD as soon as
the analysis is complete.
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4.0 CLASS Il AREA VEGETATION ANALYSIS (COLEEN CAMPBELL, APCD)

Coleen Campbell, Colorado APCD, requested' that KN Power provide a vegetation impact
analysis near the site of the proposed power plant. Specifically, she requested that KN Power list the
types of commercial vegetation (i.e. crops) found in the impact area and review the literature for
information regarding the effects of air pollution on those crops. At the January 22, 1999, meeting,
the impact area was defined as the area within 3 kilometers of the source. Following APCD's
guidelines.2 the crops were identified, scientific literature was reviewed, and the impacts of poliutants
emitted in significant amounts were analyzed.

The crops that typically could be cultivated in the county where the source is located are alfaifa,
hay, beans (pinto), corn, corn silage, onions, potatoes, and sugar beets.> The impacts on these crops
from the pollutants emitted in significant amounts (i.e., CO, TSP, PM,,, and NO,/NO,) were assessed.
The sources of information reviewed for this assessment are the NO, Criteria Document,* PM and SO,
Criteria Document,® Screening Procedure for the Impacts of Air Pollution,® Air Pollution Control,” and

communications with university and government scientists.

The power plant's highest 1-hour and 24-hour NO, impécts were determined (see Table 5.4,
Appendix B) and compared to the exposure levels provided in the literature for the local crops. The
power plant's highest 1-hour NO, impact of 0.14 ppm was compared to exposure data for periods less
than 24 hours in a day. The highest 24-hour NO, impact of 0.033 ppm was compared to exposure
data for periods greater than 24 hours. Based on the available information, the jowest exposure levels

" that showed any affect on one or more of the vanous crops reviewed are 0.2 ppm for periods less than

24 hours in a day, and 0.11 ppm for periods greater than 24 hours. Based on this, the NO, emissions
will not adversely affect the local crops.

According to the Screening Procedure for the Impacts of Air Pollution, ambient concentrations of

CO below the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) will not cause adverse effects to plants.

' Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Air Pollution Control Division, Technical Services
Program, Memo: ° Visibility and AQRYV review for KN Power, Fort. Lupton,” December 4, 1998.

% Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, Air Pollution Control Division, Colorado Modeling
Guideline for Air Quality Permits, December 23, 1998.

3 Crabb, J.A. Soil Survey of Weld County, Colorado, Southern Part, USDA, Soil Conservation Service,
September 1980.

‘us EPA, Air Quality Criteria for Oxides of Nitrogen, EPQ/GOO/B-91/O49bF, August 1993.
Sus EPA, Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter and St)/fur Oxides, EPA-600/8-82-029¢, December 1982,

®us EPA, A Screening Procedure for the Impacts of Air Pollution Sources on Plants, Soils, and Animals, EPA
450/2-81-078, December 12, 1980.

7 Cooper, D.C. Alley, F.C. Air Poliution Control A Design Approach, 2nd Edition, Waveland Press. 1994,
2




CO is essentially inert to plants (Air Poliution Controf). Maximum impacts of CO from the power ptant
are less than one percent of the NAAQS.

Based on the available literature, it is not possible to present an exposure-response relationship
for the effects of TSP on plants. However, because the PMy, impacts° from the power plant are below
the secondary NAAQS (i.e., the standards developed to protect public welfare, which includes
vegetation), it is expected that this pollutant will not cause adverse effects to plants. Maximum
impacts of PM,q from the power plant are less than 3 percent of the secondary NAAQS.

5.0 CLASS | AREA IMPACT ANALYSIS (JOHN NOTAR, NPS AND COLEEN
CAMPBELL, APCD)

John Notar and Coleen Campbell, requested that KN Power include the modeling significance
levels that have been proposed9 for Class | areas in the impact analysis. The revised Table 5.4 shows
the comparison between the source's predicted impacts on Rocky Mountain National Park and the
proposed Class | area significance levels (Appendix B). The maximum impacts of NO,, CO, PM,q,
and SO, on the Class | area are below the respective significance levels.

_6.0 CLASS | AREA VISIBILITY ANALYSIS (JOHN NOTAR, NPS)

Visibility impacts in Rocky Mountain National Park are currently being assessed and will be
submitted to APCD as soon as the analysis is complete.

7.0 CLASS | AREA ACID DEPOSITION ANALYSIS (TONNIE MANIERO, NPS)

Acid deposition values for Rocky Mountain National Park are currently being assessed and will
be submitted to APCD as soon as the analysis is complete.

® Essentially all TSP emissions from the plant will be in the form of PMyo (i.e., TSP emissions equals PMig
emissions).

? Federal Register, Vol. 81 No. 142, July 23, 1996, Proposed Rules, page 38249.

3
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8.0 BACT ANALYSIS (ABE VASQUEZ, APCD & DON SHEPHERD, NPS)

The following sections address the issues raised by Abe Vasquez and Don Shepherd
concerning the BACT analysis during the January 22, 1999, meeting.

8.1 NO, Control Level

KN Power proposes to control NO, emissions from each combustion turbine (CT) by injection of
steam or water into the combustion chamber. Don Shepherd raised the question of whether DLN
might be a more effective control option. In addition, Mr. Shepherd cited three turbine projects where
the DLN technology may be in use on aeroderivative CT's and providing better NO, control than KN
Power's proposed steam/water injection.

KN Power has recently approached General Electric (GE) to obtain the latest information
regarding the NO, emissions guarantee for the DLN combustor available for the LM6000
aeroderivative CT. APPENDIX C provides a letter from GE stating the following: °[bJased on the
operating experience of GE's worldwide DLE [dry low emissions] engine fleet (20 units), 25 ppmvd is
the lowest NO, level that GE will guarantee for now, and the foreseeable fdturel"

KN Power has also reviewed the three turbine projects mentioned by Mr. Shepherd. These

_ projects are as follows:

» TNP Technologies, Lordsburg Generating Station, Lordsburg, New Mexico
e Orange Cogeneration LP, Bartow, Florida
¢ ElI Dorado Energy, Boulder City, Nevada

Lordsburg Generating Station is permitted for two GE LM6000 combustion turbines. DLN is not
the NO, BACT requirement for these two aeroderivative turbines. The NO, BACT was set as water
injection and SCR, and the units are allowed to operate for 8,760 hours per year at maximum load.
The NO, limit per unit when fueled by natural gas is 15 ppm and 24.4 pounds per hour. Each unit is
restricted to natural gas fuel and oil distillate fuel. The use of distillate oil fuel is restricted to 700

hours per year.

Orange Cogeneration was permitted for two LM6000 combustion turbines. Each turbine is
allowed to operate 8,760 hours per year at maximum load. The NO, BACT limit for these units is set
as DLN to 25 ppm through the end of 1999 and DLN to 15 ppm starting January 1, 2000. The original
deadline for meeting the 15 ppm limit has twice been extended due to the inability of the DLN

combustors to achieve the 15 ppm limit.
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El Dorado Energy is permitted for two combustion turbines that can be either GE 7FA's or
Westinghouse 501FC's. These combustion turbines are not aeroderivatives, but rather large frame

turbines.

8.2 SCR Cost Analysis

Don Shepherd requested that KN Power review the capital recovery interest rate and catalyst
life guarantee used in the SCR cost analysis. The following paragraphs provide the technical
justification for use of 10 percent in the annual capital recovery calculation and three years for the

catalyst life as provided in the application.

Capital Recovery Rate

Don Shepherd noted that US EPA's Control Cost Manual®® suggests using an interest rate of 7
percent for calculating capital recovery. The section of the Control Cost Manual that addresses the
interest rate (2.3.2, December 1995) and the March 18, 1993, memorandum from OMB'' referenced in
the Control Cost Manual was reviewed. It is clearly indicated that the use of the 7 percent interest
rate (suggested by US EPA for calculating the social cost'? of capital) does not in any way preclude
the use of another interest rate that better reflects the private cost™ of capital to the industry in

question.

As previously discussed, KN Power has used a 10 percent annual interest rate in its SCR capital
recovery cost estimate. KN Power supports this interest rate by citing the two recent studies that
determined the cost of capital (i.e., interest rate) for the cogeneration industry. In 1998, the State of
Colorado, Division of Property Taxation'* determined that the average capitalization rate (i.e. interest
rate) for the cogeneration facilities in Colorado is 9.88 percent. The cogeneration industry in Colorado

® 0AQPS Control Cost Manual, Fifth Edition, EPA 453/B-96-001, February 1896, United States Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards.

" ces iOAQPS) Cost Guidance Memo #2. Implementing OMB Circular A-94: Guidelines and Discount Rates
for Benefit Cost Analysis of Federal Programs, March 18, 1993,

'2 Social cost refers to costs that the society, which includes industry, incurs as a result of a regulation. These
costs are used to approximate the social cost of a regulation.

'3 private costs are the costs of a regulation directly incurred by a business or industry.

' Colorado Department of Local Affairs, Division of Property Taxation, Memo: 1998 Capitalization Rate Study,
March 20, 1998.




sponsored their own study of the industry. The results of this study15 determined the 1998 weighted
average cost of capital to be 13.68 percent. Based on these two studies, the use of a 10 percent

interest rate is a conservative estimate of the cost of capital for the cogeneration industry.

Catalyst Life

The annual SCR catalyst replacement cost is based on a catalyst life expectancy guarantee of
three years. According to Gerard Sczudlo, an SCR consuitant, a three-year catalyst guarantee is
typical for the industry. Mr. Shepherd suggested that the actual catalyst life may be more than three

years and this longer time period should be used in the cost analysis.

KN Power agrees that it is possible that the catalyst life could exceed its guarantee. However, it
is difficult to predict the actual catalyst life. As Mr. Shepherd pointed out, the limited annual operating
schedule of the turbines may extend the catalyst life. However, the thermal stresses caused by daily
startups of the turbines will tend to decrease the catalyst fife. Based on these considerations, the
appropriate estimate of catalyst life for this analysis is the manufacturer's guarantee.

Note that increasing the catalyst life to five years in the cost analysis would result in less than a
5 percent decrease in the incremental cost of installing SCR to 6 ppm. This small decrease does not

affect the overall cost analysis.

>

8.3 CO Control

Abe Vasquez requested a more detailed description of “good combustion practices,” the control
strategy proposed by KN Power as BACT for CO emissions from the CT’s.

Good combustion practices will included the following:

e The CT's will combust pipeline quality natural gas only. Pipeline quality natural gas is
essentially free of particles which can cause fuel nozzle fowling resulting in non-uniformed

(i.e.. poor) combustion.
o The fuel nozzles will be inspected annually.

s The overall plant electrical production efficiency will be monitored to ensure proper operation

and fuel efficiency.

' Real Estate Tax Services (RETS), Inc., Industrial/Utility Group, Inc., Cogeneration Small Power Producers
Capitalization Rate Study, Determination 6f Cost of Capital as of January 1, 1998.

6




Each CT will be equipped with a set of temperature probes arranged around the
circumference of the outside of the combustion chamber. These probes will be used to
verify a uniformed temperature within the combustion chamber (i.e., good combustion). An
alarm will sound if the temperature readings between the probes exceed the manufacturer's

specification.
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ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS

PROJECT TITLE: ay:
KN POWER K. LEWI1S
PROJECT NO: PAGE: |oF: SHEET:
77-12-11 1 2 0
SUBJECT: DATE:

REVISED MODELING PARAMETERS

February 18, 1999

STACKID
CTA

cTB

cTC

CTD

EDG
COOLTWR

CTA
cTB
cT7C
CTD0
EDG
COOLTWR

I. EMISSIONS AND STACK PARAMETERS FOR MODELING

CONSTANTS

28.5 Ib/ib-mol (MW turbine exhaust)
32 F - STD temperature
1 atm - STD pressure
359.05 SCFb-mole (1 atm, 32F)

45967 R=0F

0.83 atm - site pressure

EMISSIONS AND STACK PARAMETERS - MAXIMUM OPERATION (English Units)

NOx
lbihr  ton/yr
52.0 70.2
52.0 70.2
52.0 70.2
52.0 70.2
30.1 12.0

Cco
Ib/he
58
58
58
58
6.9

PM
Iofhr  tonfve
5.2 22.8
5.2 22.8
5.2 22.8
5.2 22.8
0.88 0.35
0.42 1.82

§02
Ip/hr  tonr [isTia]
0.80 3.50 872,451*
0.80 3.50 872,451°
0.80 3.50 872454
0.80 3.50 87245%
0.51 0.20 -

* Turbine perfarmance data (11/38), steam/water injection to 25 ppm, 50F, 100% load.
* Per cooling tower vent - 3 vents total.

ACFM
333,672
333,672
333,672
333,672

6.600

303,101

Exhaust Flow/Temp.

E
285
285
285
285
800
95~

COORDINATES, EMISSIONS, STACK PARAMETERS - MAXIMUM OPERATION (Metric Units)

UTME UTMN Base Elevation

m  (m
520099 4438637
§20099 4438609
520099 4438583
§20099 4438555
520099 4438552
$19938 4438637

Reference Point

(R
5020
5020
5020
5020
5020
5020

Short

NOx
(m) (g/s)
1530  6.552
1530  6.552
1530  6.552
1530  6.552
1530 3.793
1530 -

520061 4438683

Long
NOx
{als)
2.018
2.019
2.018
2